This  is  a  digital  copy  of  a  book  that  was  preserved  for  generations  on  library  shelves  before  it  was  carefully  scanned  by  Google  as  part  of  a  project 
to  make  the  world's  books  discoverable  online. 

It  has  survived  long  enough  for  the  copyright  to  expire  and  the  book  to  enter  the  public  domain.  A  public  domain  book  is  one  that  was  never  subject 
to  copyright  or  whose  legal  copyright  term  has  expired.  Whether  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  may  vary  country  to  country.  Public  domain  books 
are  our  gateways  to  the  past,  representing  a  wealth  of  history,  culture  and  knowledge  that's  often  difficult  to  discover. 

Marks,  notations  and  other  marginalia  present  in  the  original  volume  will  appear  in  this  file  -  a  reminder  of  this  book's  long  journey  from  the 
publisher  to  a  library  and  finally  to  you. 

Usage  guidelines 

Google  is  proud  to  partner  with  libraries  to  digitize  public  domain  materials  and  make  them  widely  accessible.  Public  domain  books  belong  to  the 
public  and  we  are  merely  their  custodians.  Nevertheless,  this  work  is  expensive,  so  in  order  to  keep  providing  this  resource,  we  have  taken  steps  to 
prevent  abuse  by  commercial  parties,  including  placing  technical  restrictions  on  automated  querying. 

We  also  ask  that  you: 

+  Make  non-commercial  use  of  the  files  We  designed  Google  Book  Search  for  use  by  individuals,  and  we  request  that  you  use  these  files  for 
personal,  non-commercial  purposes. 

+  Refrain  from  automated  querying  Do  not  send  automated  queries  of  any  sort  to  Google's  system:  If  you  are  conducting  research  on  machine 
translation,  optical  character  recognition  or  other  areas  where  access  to  a  large  amount  of  text  is  helpful,  please  contact  us.  We  encourage  the 
use  of  public  domain  materials  for  these  purposes  and  may  be  able  to  help. 

+  Maintain  attribution  The  Google  "watermark"  you  see  on  each  file  is  essential  for  informing  people  about  this  project  and  helping  them  find 
additional  materials  through  Google  Book  Search.  Please  do  not  remove  it. 

+  Keep  it  legal  Whatever  your  use,  remember  that  you  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that  what  you  are  doing  is  legal.  Do  not  assume  that  just 
because  we  believe  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  the  United  States,  that  the  work  is  also  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  other 
countries.  Whether  a  book  is  still  in  copyright  varies  from  country  to  country,  and  we  can't  offer  guidance  on  whether  any  specific  use  of 
any  specific  book  is  allowed.  Please  do  not  assume  that  a  book's  appearance  in  Google  Book  Search  means  it  can  be  used  in  any  manner 
anywhere  in  the  world.  Copyright  infringement  liability  can  be  quite  severe. 

About  Google  Book  Search 

Google's  mission  is  to  organize  the  world's  information  and  to  make  it  universally  accessible  and  useful.  Google  Book  Search  helps  readers 
discover  the  world's  books  while  helping  authors  and  publishers  reach  new  audiences.  You  can  search  through  the  full  text  of  this  book  on  the  web 


at|http  :  //books  .  google  .  com/ 


,j .  ys'      I.    /?c 


/L  L.        ^f       -'^^  ^- 


L.L. 


REPORTS 


OF 


CASES    IN    CHANCERY, 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 

IN 

THE  ROLLS  COURT 

DURING  THE  TIME  OP 

THE  RIGHT  HONORABLE 

Sir   JOHN    ROMILLY,    Knight, 

MASTER  OF  THE  ROLLS. 
BY 

CHARLES  BEAVAN,  ESQ.,  M.A., 

BARRISTER  AT  LAW. 

VOL.  XX. 

1854,  1855.— 18  &  19  VICTORIA. 


LONDON : 

STEVENS  &  NORTON,  26,  BELL  YARD,  LINCOLN'S  INN, 

lalD  SaoiwelUrfl  anil  9«IIls|n:«. 

1856. 


A,\S2?». 


LONDON: 

PBIMTBD  BY  C  ROWOBTH  AND  SOMft, 

BBLL  YARD,  TBMPLR  BAB. 


"  Lords  Justices. 


Lord  Cranworth,  Lord  Chancellor. 

Sir  John  Romilly,  Master  of  the  Bolls. 

Sir  James  Lewis  Knight  Bruce,' 
Sir  George  James  Turner, 

Sir  Richard  Torin  Kindersley, 

Sir  John  Stuart,  }  Vice- Chancellors. 

Sir  William  Page  Wood, 

Sir  Alexander  J.  E.  Cockburn,  Attorney- General. 
Sir  Richard  Bethell,  Solicitor- General 


TABLE 


THE     NAMES     OF    CASES 


REPORTED  IN  THIS  VOLUME. 


Alexander  v,  Simms    1 23 

Allen^  Dean  v I 

Ames  17.  The  Trustees  of  the 

Birkenhead  Docks 332 

Amherst,    Earl    of,    Duke    of 

Leeds  v 239 

Anderson,  Rohinson  v 98 

Armstrong  v.  Burnet 424 

Aspland  v.  Watte     474 

Attorney-General  v.  Moor ....  119 


B. 

Bainbrigge  v.  Orton    28 

Baker  v.  Baker    548 

,  In  re 548 

Bakes,  Smith  v 568 

Baynardy  Wearing  v 583 

V.  Woolley 583 

Bayne  v.  Crowther 400 

Bevan,  In  re     146 


PAGE 

Bevan,  Sullivan  v 399 

Bexley,  Lord,  Hele  v 127 

Biddulph  V,  Lord  Camoys  . .  •  •  402 
Birkenhead  Docks,  Trustees  of, 

Amesv 332 

Blakemore*s  Settlement^  In  re     214 

Bloxara,  Parker  v 295 

Bold  V.  Hutchinson 250 

Bowyer,  Whitfield  v 127 

Brock,  Cobbett  v 524 

Brocklebank  v.  Johnson 205 

Burnet,  Armstrong  t; 424 

Butler,  Gerrard  v 541 


Camoys,  Lord,  Biddulph  v.     . .  402 

Campbell,  Chilton  v 531 

Carrodus  v.  Sharp 56 

Cartwright  v,  Shepheard 122 

Chester,  Rolfe  i? 610 

Child  t.  Child 50 

Chilton  r.  Campbell    531 


TABLE  OF  CASES  REPORTED. 


PAGE 

Cleaver,  Watson  v J  37 

Clive,  Hall  v 575 

Clowes,  GriflSn  v 61 

Coard  v.  Holderness 147 

Cobbett  17.  Brock 524 

,  Oldfield  c 563 

Cole  V.  Lee Z65 

CoUinson  v.  Lister 355,  356 

Colyer  v.  Finch    555 

Cooke,  Hooper  v 639 

Cox  17.  Toole    145 

Crowther,  Bayne  v 400 

Cumberlege,  Ware  v 503 


D. 

Dare,  Greenslade  v 284 

Davis,  V,  Earl  of  Dysart 405 

Dean  v.  Allen 1 

Devaynes  v.  Robinson 42 

Dowling,  Freani  v 624 

Drew,  Thompson  v 49 

Drewitt,  Mills  v 632 

Duncombe,  Lewis  v 398 

Dunn,  Green  v 6 

Dysart,  Earl  of,  Davis  v 405 


Edmonds  v.  Millett 54 

Ellis,  Hughes  v 193 

Essex  17.  Essex    442 


Finch,  Colyer  v 555 

17.  Shaw   555 

Fluker,  Inre   143 


PAGE 

Forrest,  Shaw  v 249 

Forshaw  v.  Higginson 485 

Fream  v,  Dowling   624 

Fry  17.  Noble    598 

Furse,  Yonge  t7 380 


Gadsden,  Stephens  v 463 

Gardner  t?.  Garrett 469 

Garrett,  Gardner  v 469 

Gerrard  V.  Butler    541 

Gibson  17.  Seagrim 614 

Giffardy  Staines  v 484 

Grayi7.  Haig   219 

,  Haig  V 219 

Green  v,  Dunn 6 

Greenhill,  Rump  v 512 

Greenslade  v.  Dare 284 

Greenwich   Hospital    Improve- 
ment Act,  Re 458 

GriSin  v.  Clowes 61 


H. 


Haig  V.  Gray   219 

,  Gray  17 219 

Hall  17.  Clive    575 

t7.Hall 139 

Harford  v.  Lloyd 310 

Harris    v.    The   North    Devon 

Railway  Company 384 

Hatch  t7.  Hatch    ..   105 

17.  Skelton    453 

Hele  17.  Lord  Bexley 127 

Higginson,  Forshaw  v 485 

Hindle  v.  Taylor 109 

Holderness,  Coard  17 147 

Honywood  t7.  Honywood    ....  451 


TABLE  OF  CASES  REPORTED. 


PAGE 

Hooper  v.  Cooke 639 

Hope  V.  Liddell   438 

Hughes  c.  Ellis    193 

V,  Key 395 

Hutchinson,  Bold  v 250 

Hyatt,  Spyer  t; 621 


I. 


Isaac,  Morland  v 389 

Islip,  Morris  v 654 

iTatt,  Markham  v 579 


Jackson,  Lane  v 535 

Jebb  V.  Tugwell 84,  461 

Jefferies  r.  Michell 15 

Johnson,  Brocklebank  v 205 


K. 

Kay  V.  Smith  566 

Key,  Hughes  v 395 

Knight,  Whitfield  V 127 


Lamprell,  Trutch  v 116 

Lane  o.  Jackson 535 

Langniead's  Trusts,  In  re  ... .  20 

Lee,  Cole  v 265 

Leeds,  Duke  of,  v.  Earl  of  Am- 
herst   239 

Leroan,  Minet  v 269 

Letu,  Turner  v 185 

Lewin's  Trust,  In  re   378 


PAGE 

Lewis  V,  Duncorabe     398 

Liddell,  Hope  v 438 

Lister,  Collinson  v 355^  356 

Lloyd,  Harford  v 310 

London  Dock  Act,  In  re 490 

Lubbock,  Pariente  v 588 

M. 

Magnay,  Symes  v 47 

Markham  v.  Ivatt    579 

Marriott  ©.  Turner 557 

Michell,  JefTeries  v 15 

Millett,  Edmonds  v 54 

Mills  V.  Drewitt 632 

Minet  v,  Leman 269 

Moor,  Attorney- General  v 119 

Morland  v,  Isaac 389 

Morris  v.  Islip • 654 

N. 

Neale,  Shawv 157 

Newbery,  Star  v 14 

Newell,  Palmer  v 32 

Noble,  Fry  t; 598 

North    Devon    Railway    Com- 
pany, Harris  v 384 

O. 

Oldfield  t;.  Cobbett 563 

Orton,  Bainbrigge  v 28 

P. 

Palmer  v.  Newell     32 

Pariente  o.  Lubbock   588 

Parker  v.  Bloxam    295 


TABLE  OF  CASES  REPORTED. 

PAGE 

R.  T. 


Richardson  v.  Rusbridger  • . . .  136 

Ridley  v.  Tiplady    44 

Robinson  v.  Anderson     38 

— ,  Devaynes  v 42 

Rolfe  V.  Chester 610 

Ross  0.  Ross    645 

Rump  V.  Greenhill 512 

Rusbridger,  Richardson  v 136 


S. 

Seagrim,  Gibson  v 614 

Sharp,  Carrodus  v 56 

,  V.  Cosserat 470 

Shaw,  Finch  v 555 

C.Forrest    249 

V.  Neale 157 

Shepheard,  Cartwright  v 122 

SimniSy  Alexander  v 123 

Sinclair  v.  Wilson    324 

Skelton,  Hatch  v 453 

Smith  V.  Bakes    568 

,  Kay  V 566 

's  Will,  In  re   197 

Sporle  17.  Whayraan     607 

Spyer  v.  Hyatt     621 

Staehle  v.  Winter 550 

Staines  t;.  Gifiard     484 

Star  V,  Newbery 14 

Stephens  v.  Gadsden 463 

Stewart  v.  Stewart S22 

Sullivan  v.  Bevan    399 

Symes  v,  Magnay    47 


Tanner,  Ex  parte     374 

Taverner,  Ex  parte 490 

Taylor,  Hindle  v 109 

Templeman,  Re 574 

Thompson  v.  Drew 49 

Thomson,  In  re   545 

Tiplady,  Ridley  v 44 

Tiverton  Market  Act,  In  re    . .  374 

Toole,  Cox  r 145 

Trutch  17.  Lamprell 116 

Tuer  17.  Turner    560 

Tugwell,  Jebb  r 84,461 

Turner  t7.  Letts    185 

,  Marriott  v 557 

,  Tuer  V 560 


W. 

Ware  v.  Cumberlcge    503 

Watson  17.  Cleaver 137 

Watte,  Aspland  v 474 

Wearing  v.  Baynard    583 

Whalley,  Re 576 

Whayman,  Sporle  t7 607 

Whitfield  17.  Bowyer 127 

r.  Knight 127 

Wiginton,  Worthington  v 67 

Wilson,  Sinclair  t7 324 

Winter,  Staehle  t7 550 

Woolley,  Baynard  t? 583 

Worthington  i7.  Wiginton    ....  67 


Yonge  t?.  Furse    380 


REPORTS 


CASES 


ARGUED   AND   DETERMINED 


THE    ROLLS    COURT, 


1866. 
DEAN  V.  ALLEN.  v^v^ 

Feh.\7. 
TN  this  case,  an  order  had  been  made  for  the  adminis-  where  an 
•*■    tration  of  the  estate  of  the  testator,  William  Beer,  ""^^^^^^f' 
and  an  inquiry  bad  been  directed,  whether  his  executors  the  residue 
or  his  estate  were  under  any  liability  in  respect  of  lease-  ^^^l^  Tn  order 

hold  covenants,  and  whether  the  executors  were  entitled  of  the  Court, 
^  .    J         .      .  1  o  ^^  executor 

to  any  indemnity  m  respect  thereof.  will  be  pro- 

tected, and  a 
creditor  will 
It  appeared  that,  in  1798,  a  house  and  premises  had  not  afterwards 

been  demised  to  the  testator  for  ninety-three  years,  at  a  JjJe  him^  at  ^ 

rent  of  seven  &:uineas  and  a  half,  and  by  the  lease  the  law. 

The  exe- 
testator  covenanted  to  pay  the  rent  and  taxes,  and  to  cutorsofa 

repair  and  keep  in  repair.    This  property  was  let  for  lewfejeld 
63/.     In  1802,  twenty-three  acres  of  land,  on  which  further  indem- 

were  "^^^  ^^^^^ 
the  covenants 

than  the  personal  indemnity  of  the  residuary  legatees. 
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1855.  were  now  erected  a  large  manufactory  and  other  build- 
ings, and  twenty-nine  cottages,  were  demised  to  the 
testator  for  eighty  years,  at  a  rent  of  167 L    The  testator 

Allen.  had  entered  into  similar  covenants  in  respect  of  this 
property,  the  rental  of  which  was  stated  to  be  about 
1,000/.  a  year.  The  testator  was  in  possession  of  ano- 
ther small  leasehold  as  mortgagee,  but  no  great  stress 
was  laid  on  this.  The  property  had  been  sold  by  the 
executors,  and  the  purchasers  had  entered  into  the  usual 
indemnity  covenants. 

The  executors  required  a  sum  of  3,0002.,  to  be  retained 
to  answer  the  liabilities,  if  any,  which  might  arise  under 
the  testator's  covenants,  but  the  Chief  Clerk  certified, 
that  the  executors  were  not  entitled  to  any  indemnity. 
A  summons  was  taken  out  to  show  cause  why  the  cer- 
tificate should  not  be  varied  in  respect  to  the  indemnity, 
and  it  now  came  before  the  Court  for  argument. 

Mr.  Hallett,  for  the  executors.  The  testator  was  the 
original  lessee,  and  it  will  therefore  be  impossible  for 
the  executors  to  release  themselves,  or  the  testator's 
estate  from  the  liability  under  the  covenants.  This 
will  therefore  continue  until  the  expiration  of  the 
leases,  and  down  to  that  time,  the  testator's  estate 
and  the  executors  to  the  extent  of  the  assets,  will 
be  liable  for  any  breaches  of  covenant  which  may 
be  committed.  Towards  the  expiration  of  the  lease, 
the  property  will  necessarily  become  dilapidated,  and 
the  executors  may  then  be  sued  on  the  covenants.  The 
right  of  the  executors  to  be  indemnified  is  clearly  set- 
tled by  a  long  series  of  cases,  as  Simmons  v.  Bolland  (a) ; 
Hawkins  v.  Day  (6) ;  Vernon  v.  The  Earl  of  Egmont  (c) ; 

Cochrane 

(a)  3  A/er.  547.  (c)  1  Bll  (N.S.)  554. 

(6)  AmbUr,  IGO. 
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Cochrane  v.  Robinson  {a);   Fletcher  v.  Stevenson  (b);        1856. 

Dobson  V.  Carpenter  (c) ;  Hickling  v.  Boyer  (rf).  v^^-n^-^^ 

Dean 

The  decree  of  the  Court  would  not  protect  the  exe-  Allen. 
cutors;  they  would  be  liable  at  law  under  the  cove- 
nantSy  and  it  seems,  that  in  equity,  the  lessors  would 
not  be  deprived  of  their  legal  remedy.  In  Simmons  v. 
Bolland  {e).  Sir  William  Grant  expressly  states  this : — 
'^  No  decree  that  I  can  make  will  bind  the  corporation 
of  Canterbury'*  (the  lessors),  *'  or  protect  the  executors 
against  their  demand."  \^The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I 
think  the  contrary  has  been  held.  Lord  Cottenham,  in 
Knatchbull  v.  Feamhead  (/),  said,  '^  that  where  an  ex- 
ecutor passes  his  accounts  in  this  Court,  he  is  discharged 
from  further  liability,  and  the  creditor  is  left  to  his 
remedy  against  the  legatees ;  but,  if  he  pays  away  the 
residue  without  passing  his  accounts  in  Court,  he  does 
it  at  his  own  risk."  I  apprehend  that  where  the  estate 
is  administered  by  this  Court,  the  executor  is  perfectly 
safe,  and  that  the  Court  would  not  allow  a  creditor  to 
sue  the  executor  at  law  after  he  had  paid  over  the 
residue  under  an  order  of  this  Court.] 

This  is  not  the  case  of  a  debt  which  could  be  proved 
under  the  decree,  but  there  is  a  mere  contingent  liability, 
which  it  is  the  duty  of  the  executors  to  provide  for. 
iHe  also  cited  Norman  v.  Baldry(g);  Atkinson  v. 
Greyih);  Wright  v,  Adams (i);  ShadboU  v.  Wood- 
faUik). 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  W.  B.  Lewis,  for  the  Plaintiff, 

were  not  heard. 

The 

(a)  11  Sim.  378.  (g)  6  Sim.  621. 

(b)  3  Hare,  360.  (A)  1  SmaU  if  Giffard,  577. 

(c)  12  Beav.  370.  (i)  Vice-ChancelIor£iiu/«rs/tfy» 
id)  3  Mac  4-  G.  635.  January,  12,  1855. 

(e)  3  Mer,  554.  (k)  2  CoUj/er,  30. 

(/)  3  Afy.4-Cr.126. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  Court  will,  no  doubt,  direct  an  indemnity  to  be 
given  to  executors,  against  the  testator's  unsatisfied 
covenants,  but,  I  think,  that  in  this  case  they  run  no 
risk.  Where  an  executor,  giving  the  Court  all  the  in- 
formation he  possesses,  acts  under  the  order  of  this 
Court,  he  will  be  protected  from  liability  under  all  cir- 
cumstances. This  is  stated  by  Sir  James  Wigram,  in 
Fletcher  v.  Stevenson  (a),  and  I  cannot  think  that  Sir 
William  Grant,  in  Simmons  v.  BollaniHb)  really  in- 
tended to  question  that  proposition.  It  was  the  duty, 
no  doubt,  of  these  executors  to  bring  forward  the  matter, 
and,  for  their  own  safety,  to  see  that  in  the  administra- 
tion of  the  estate  the  rights  of  contingent  creditors 
were  protected  ;  for  though  there  was  no  liability  at  the 
testator's  death,  yet  the  obligations  under  the  covenants 
might  afterwards  become  debts,  and  it  was  therefore 
proper  to  secure  these  contingent  creditors. 

In  directing  an  indemnity  to  be  given  to  executors, 
the  Court  looks  at  the  reasonable  probability  of  there 
being  any  future  demands  against  the  estate,  and  in 
a  large  number  of  cases,  it  has  considered  the  per- 
sonal security  of  the  persons  who  receive  the  estate, 
and  their  undertaking  to  refund,  in  case  any  proceed- 
ings should  be  adopted  against  the  executors,  to  be 
sufficient.  In  this  case,  the  executors  have  not  only 
the  indemnity  of  the  purchasers,  but  an  additional  cir- 
cumstance, which  affords  a  very  strong  security,  namely, 
that  the  property  itself  is  held  on  very  small  ground 
rents,  compared  with  the  rack  rent.  In  such  cases, 
landlords  do  not  enforce  the  covenants,  but  prefer,  as 
more  beneficial  to  themselves,  forfeiting  the  lease.    This 

Court 
(a)  3  Hare,  370.  (6)  3  Mer.  554. 
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Court  is  well  aware  that  such  is  the  ordinary  way  in 
which  landlords  enforce  the  due  performance  of  the 
covenants  of  a  lease^  and  that  they  bring  an  action  of 
ejectment,  which  is  not  abandoned  until  the  property  is 
placed  in  a  proper  state  of  repair.  In  this  case,  one  pro- 
perty, held  at  a  ground  rent  of  7/.  I?*.  6c?.,  is  let  at  a  rent 
of  60 guineas  a  year;  another  property,  held  at  167 l.per 
annum,  is  let  for  1,000/.  Tins  circumstance,  coupled 
with  the  indemnity  of  the  purchasers,  appears  to  me  to 
be  such  a  sufficient  protection,  both  for  the  payment  of 
anything  which  may  be  claimed,  and  against  any  pro- 
ceedings which  may  be  adopted  against  the  executors 
or  their  representatives,  as  to  induce  me  to  say,  that  a 
personal  indemnity  of  the  residuary  legatees  is,  in  this 
case,  sufficient. 


1855. 


It  would  be  a  proceeding  harsh  in  the  extreme,  where 
it  is  more  than  problematical  whether  any  claim  will 
ever  be  made,  to  tie  up  a  sum  of  3,000Z.  in  Court  until 
1882,  and  1891,  and  during  that  time,  deprive  these 
legatees  of  all  enjoyment  of  it.  Though  I  think  it 
very  proper  for  the  executors  to  have  brought  the  point 
before  the  Court,  I  do  not  consider  it  necessary  to  give 
any  further  indemnity  than  the  personal  indemnity  of 
those  persons  to  whom  the  money  will  be  paid. 


Note. — It  appears  from  the  argument  in  Simmont  v.  BoUandf  3 
Mar,  550,  that  that  suit  was  not  Tor  the  general  administration  of 
the  estate,  and  this  circumstance  might  therefore  justify  the  observa- 
tions of  Sir  William  Grant  (p.  554),  that  the  decree  would  not  protect 
the  executors;  but  the  expression  which  follows,  **  if  the  bond  should 
hereafter  be  forfeited,"  is  clearly  erroneous. — C.  B, 
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J^'  19.  GREEN  V.  DUNN. 

Feb.  14. 


A  testatrix  de-  JiM'ARY  COLLIN Gy  by  her  will,  bearing  date  the 
£.,  to  A,  B.  '  28th  April,  1847,  made  separate  dispositions  by 

absolutely,  and  Revise  of  four  different  portions  of  her  real  estate.    The 

"  all  her  free-  *^ 

holds,  &c.  not  first  portion,  called  the  Aislaby  Estate,  subject  to  cer- 

devised"  to       ^*'^  small  annuities  charged  thereon,  she  devised  to 

^.  B.for  Thomas  Colpitis  Grainger  for  life,  with  remainder  to 

remainders       ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  Other  sons,  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to 

over.    A.  B,    his  daughters  and  their  mother,  as  joint  tenants,  for  life, 
died  in  the  tes-      .,,        ^      .  .    ,  '    .  .         .    ^  t!. 

tatrix's  life.       With  a  contingent  remainder  to*  the  survivor  in  fee.     it 

^tete  ^^E  ^^^   '^l^omas  Colpitis  Grainger  left  no  son,  or  daughter,  or 

passed  under     widow,  then  she  devised  the  estate  to  John  Colpitis 

devis^'  "^"^     ^^^''^f  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons, 

in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  his  daughters,  as  tenants 

in  common,  in  tail,  with  cross  remainders  between  them, 

and  with  an  ultimate  remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of  the 

testatrix. 


The  second  portion  of  her  real  estate,  called  the 
Blackwell  Estate,  the  testatrix  devised  to  John  Colpitis 
Dean,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other 
sons,  in  tail  male,  with  cross  remainders  between  them, 
with  Remainder  to  the  daughters  of  John  Colpitis  Dean, 
as  tenants  in  common,  in  tail,  with  cross  remainders 
between  them,  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  upon  such 
trusts  as  ^'are  hereinafter  expressed  or  declared  con- 
cerning my  residuary  freehold  and  copyhold  estate 
respectively."  The  will  then  contained  a  proviso,  that 
if  John  Colpitis  Dean,  or  any  of  his  male  issue,  should 
come  into  possession  of  the  Aislaby  Estate  by  reason  of 
the  failure  of  the  previous  limitations,  then  the  Black- 
well 


Green 

V. 
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toell  Estate  should  be  held  upon  trusts  therein  described,       1856. 
viz.  upon  the  same  trusts  ''  as  are  hereinafter  expressed 
and  declared  concerning  my  residuary  freehold  and 
copyhold  estate."  Dunm. 

The  testatrix  then  devised  the  third  portion  of  her 
estates,  being  her  property  at  Escomb,  Headlam  and 
Coekfieldy  in  the  county  of  Durham,  to  her  sister  Mar- 
garet  Colpitis  in  fee. 

The  fourth  remaining  portion  of  her  real  estates  the 
testatrix  devised  in  these  words  : — **  I  hereby  give  and 
devise  all  my  freehold,  copyhold  and  leasehold  mes- 
suages, lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments,  not  herein^ 
before  devised"  unto  trustees,  their  heirs,  &c.,  upon 
trust  that  they  "  shall,  from  time  to  time,  pay  the 
rents,  issues  and  profits  of  the  same  unto  my  said  sister 
Margaret  ColpittSy  during  her  life,  and  after  her  decease, 
upon  trust  to  pay  the  said  rents,  issues  and  profits  unto 
my  nieces,  viz.  Eliza  Ann  Grainger y  Ellen  Green, 
Jane  Benning,  Charlotte  Bourne  and  Mary  Jane  Cope- 
land,  and  the  survivors  of  them,  in  equal  shares,  during 
their  lives ;  and  when  it  shall  happen  that  there  shall  be 
but  one  of  my  said  nieces  surviving,  then  my  said 
trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  shall  stand  seised 
and  possessed  of  the  said  freehold,  copyhold  and  lease- 
hold estates,  last  hereinbefore  devised,  in  trust  for  such 
surviving  niece,  her  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and 
assigns,  according  to  tlie  nature  and  quality  of  the  same 
estates  respectively." 

The  will  then  directed  the  rents  and  profits  to  be 
applied  for  the  maintenance,  &c.,  of  the  persons  for  the 
time  being  beneficially  interested,  during  their  mi- 
norities ]  and  the  testatrix  gave  all  her  personal  estate 
to  her  trustees,  upon  trust,  to  convert  and   invest  in 

government 
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1855.  government  or  real  securities,  and  stand  possessed 
thereof  on  like  trusts,  in  favour  of  Margaret  Colpitis 
and  the  five  nieces. 

Margaret  Colpitts,  the  sister  of  the  testatrix,  died  on 
the  16th  of  August,  1849.  On  the  8th  of  December 
following,  the  testatrix  made  a  codicil  to  her  will,  by 
which  she  substituted  another  gentleman  as  trustee  in 
the  place  of  one  of  those  named  in  her  original  will, 
and  she  revoked  and  altered  some  portion  of  the  dispo- 
sitions of  her  will  relative  to  the  Aishhy  and  JBlackwell 
Estates ;  but  she  left  the  devise  of  the  Escomb,  Head- 
lam  and  Cockfield  Estates  to  her  sister  untouched, 
although  she  was  then  dead;  and  she  left,  also,  the 
residuary  devise  untouched.  The  testatrix  made  four 
other  codicils  to  her  will,  but  by  none  of  them  did  she 
vary  the  devises  of  the  two  last  portions  of  her  property. 
By  the  fifth  she  gave  the  residue  of  her  personal  estate, 
after  payment  of  debts,  &c.,  to  her  five  nieces  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  their  children  respectively. 

The  testatrix  herself  died  in  April,  1850,  leaving  her 
five  nieces  all  surviving. 

Margaret  Colpitts  having  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testatrix,  the  devise  to  her  of  the  Escomb,  Headlam  and 
Cockfield  Estates  lapsed,  and  the  question  was,  whether 
those  estates  fell  into  the  residue  and  passed  by  the 
residuary  devise,  or  whether  they  devolved  upon  the 
heir  at  law  of  the  testatrix;  this  turned  principally 
upon  the  efiect  of  the  26th  section  of  the  Wills  Act 
(1  Vict.  c.  26),  which  enacts,  that  unless  a  contrary  in- 
tention shall  appear  by  the  will,  such  real  estate,  as 
shall  be  comprised  in  any  devise  which  shall  fail,  shall 
be  included  in  the  residuary  devise. 

On 
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On  behalf  of  the  heir,  it  was  said,  that  a  contrary  1855. 
intention  did  appear  in  this  case,  and  that  consequently 
the  old  rule  of  law  prevailed,  under  which  the  devise 
lapsed,  and  the  estate  descended  to  the  heir  at  law. 
First,  because  the  testatrix  had  interpreted  and  ex- 
pressed her  meaning  by  saying,  in  effect : — I  devise  my 
estates  at  A.  B.  and  C.  to  one,  and  *^  All  my  freehold, 
copyhold  and  leasehold  messuages,  lands,  tenements 
and  hereditaments  not  hereinbefore  devised^**  to  other 
persons;  which  latter  was  a  specific  devise  of  those 
lands  only  which  did  not  answer  the  prior  local  descrip- 
tion. Secondly,  because  the  testatrix  could  not  possibly 
have  meant,  by  the  residuary  devise,  to  give  to  her  sister, 
Margaret  Colpitts,  a  life  estate  in  property,  which  she 
had  previously,  by  the  same  will,  devised  to  her  in  fee. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  argued,  on  behalf  of  the 
residuary  devisees,  that  this  was  a  common  residuary 
devise  and  comprehended  every  estate  not  otherwise 
validly  and  effectually  disposed  of,  and  included  lapsed 
devises;  and  as  to  the  alleged  local  description,  the 
phrase  "hereinbefore  devised,"  could  only  mean  a 
previous  devise  which  took  effect.  That  the  25th  sec- 
tion of  the  Wills  Act  was  express, — that  all  devises 
which  failed  shall  be  included  in  the  residuary  devise. 
Secondly,  that  there  was  no  inconsistency,  for  the  re- 
siduary devise  could  only  operate  on  the  Escomb  estate 
in  the  event  of  Margaret  Colpitts  predeceasing  the  tes- 
tatrix, and  of  her  taking  nothing  in  it,  although  the  de- 
vise might  operate  in  her  favour  as  to  the  other  estates ; 
besides  which  the  republication  after  her  death  put  the 
matter  beyond  doubt.  They  cited  Seifferih  v.  Bad^ 
ham  (a)  ;  Mostyn  v.  Mostyn  (b) ;  Teatt  v.  Strong  (c) ; 
I  Jarman  on  Wills  (d). 

Mr. 

(a)  9  Beav.  370.  910 ;  1  W.  Black,  200. 

(6)  3  Ds  G.  Macn.Sf  G,  140.        {d)  Pages  593,  599. 
(f)  3  Bro.  P.  C.  219;  2  Burr. 
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Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  the  PlaintiflFs. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  JBromehead,  for  Defendants,  in 
the  same  interest. 

Mr.  Lloi/d  and  Mr.  Faber,  for  other  Defendants, 
cited  Church  v.  Mundy(a);  Goodtitle  d.  Daniel  v. 
Miles  (b)'f  Doe  d.  Netliercote  v.  Bartle{c);  Saumarez 
V.  Saumarez  (d) ;  Miller  v.  Huddlestone  {e) ;  Strong  v. 

Mr.  Smythe,  for  Henry  Thomas  Grainger  and  his 
mother,  claimed  one-third  by  lapse. 

Mr.  Greene,  for  Martha  Colpitis,  the  other  co-heiress, 
cited  Co/c  v.  Sco«  (5^) ;  Douglas  v.  Douglas  (A). 

Mr.  Haig,  for  two  of  the  nieces  and  residuary 
legatees,  cited  Williams  v.  Goodtitle  (i). 

Mr.  ii.  Palmer,  in  reply. 

TAc  Master  o/"  ^Ae  Rolls  referred  to  Culsha  v. 
Cheese  (k);  but  reserved  judgment,  to  enable  him  to 
examine  the  authorities. 


Feb.  14.  The  MASTER  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question   here  is  the  effect  of  the  statute  of 

7  William  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  26,  on  the  will  of  Mary 

Colling^  a  testatrix,  who  died  on  the  25th  of  April, 

1850.    The  question  is,  whether  the  JEscomb,  Headlam 

and  Cockfield  Estates,  the  devise  of  which  has  lapsed 

by 

(a)  12  Fes.  426;  15  r«.396.  912. 

(6)  6  East,  494.  (g)  1  H.  *  ^ir.  477;  1   Mac. 

(c)  5  B.  4-^4.  492.  4- G.  518. 

(d)  4  %/.  4-  C>.  331.  (A)  1  /Cay,  400. 

(<r)  3  Jrfic.  4-  a.  513.  (i)  10  B.  4-  Cr.  895. 

(/)  3  Bro.  P.  C.  219 ;  2  Burr.        (k)  7  Hare,  236. 
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by  reason  of  the  death  of  the  devisee,  fall  into  and  pass  1855. 
by  the  residuary  devise,  or  whether  these  estates  go  to 
the  heir  at  law  of  the  testatrix.  In  favour  of  the  heir 
at  law,  it  is  contended,  that  the  words'  of  the  26th 
section  of  the  statute  do  not  apply,  inasmuch  as  a  con- 
trary intention  appears  on  the  face  of  the  will ;  first,  by 
reason  of  the  peculiar  description  of  the  property  in  this 
residuary  devise,  which  it  is  contended  points  to  local 
description  ;  and  secondly,  by  reason  of  the  inconsist- 
ency of  the  disposition  which  such  a  construction  would 
give  rise  to ;  for  it  is  contended,  that  it  is  impossible  to 
suppose  that  the  testatrix  could  have  intended  to  give 
her  sister  a  life  estate  in  a  property  the  devise  of  which 
could  only  take  effect  by  reason  of  the  decease  of  that 
very  sister.  Although  I  reserved  my  judgment,  in  order 
that  I  might  have  an  opportunity  of  considering  the 
cases,  I  do  not  think  that  much  difficulty  exists  in  it,  or 
that  the  claim  of  the  residuary  devisee  can  be  success- 
fully resisted. 

After  attentively  considering,  I  dissent  from  the  argu- 
ment derived  from  the  description.  The  description  is 
in  these  words,  viz.  *'  My  freehold^  copyhold  and  lease- 
hold hereditaments  not  hereinbefore  devised,^*  I  am 
unable  to  acquiesce  in  the  argument  which  would  treat 
these  as  merely  a  short  mode  of  describing  the  estates, 
in  various  other  places,  the  names  of  which  were  for 
brevity  sake  omitted.  No  doubt  all  devises  of  land, 
whether  residuary  or  otherwise,  are  specific ;  and  no 
doubt  also,  in  one  sense,  a  residuary  devise,  like  a 
residuary  bequest,  is  only  a  short  mode  of  enumerating 
all  the  testatrix  has  not  previously  disposed  of;  but 
different  consequences  follow  from  the  use  of  these 
general  words.  In  the  case  of  land,  by  force  of  the 
statute,  and  in  the  case  of  personal  estate,  by  the  long 
settled  law,  if  the  property  be  disposed  of  by  general 

terms 
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1855.  terms  instead  of  by  particular  enumeration,  it  includes 
not  merely  the  property  not  previously  disposed  of  at 
the  date  of  the  will,  but  also  all  the  property,  which,  at 
the  death  of  the  testator,  when  the  will  became  opera- 
tive, has,  by  force  of  any  events,  become  undisposed  of. 
But  I  am  unable  to  iind  any  just  distinction  upon 
which  the  Court  could  properly  act  between  a  devise  in 
these  words,  viz.  '^  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  free- 
hold, copyhold  and  leasehold  estates,'^  and  a  devise  in 
the  words,  viz.  "  all  my  freehold,  copyhold  and  lease- 
hold estates  not  hereinbefore  devised."  Undoubtedly 
no  distinction  could  have  been  properly  drawn  between 
these  two  forms  of  expression,  if  they  had  been  applied 
to  a  residuary  bequest  of  personal  estate,  and  I  am 
unable  to  find  any  distinction  in  the  case  of  a  residuary 
devise.  The  circumstance  that  all  devises  are  specific 
explains  how  the  doctrine  arose,  which  the  statute  has 
thought  fit  to  amend,  but  cannot,  in  my  opinion,  vary 
the  natural  meaning  of  the  words. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  this  is  an  ordinary 
residuary  devise,  and  I  am  confirmed  in  this  view  of  the 
subject,  by  the  circumstance,  that  the  testatrix  has,  in 
two  other  places  in  her  will,  which  I  have  mentioned, 
herself  so  treated  it. 

The  second  argument  in  favour  of  the  heir  at  law 
appears  to  me  to  be  equally  inefficacious  in  leading  to 
the  conclusion  desired.  Two  observations  are  to  be 
made  on  this  will,  either  of  which  are  decisive,  in  my 
opinion,  against  the  contention  of  the  heir  at  law.  The 
first  is,  that  other  property,  besides  that  devised  to 
Margaret  ColpittSy  might  have  fallen  into  and  passed 
by  the  residuary  devise,  besides  the  property  not  before 
disposed  of  by  her  will.  For  instance,  the  Blackwell 
Estate  was  so  devised,  that,  in  the  event  either  of  a 

failure 
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failure  of  issue  of  John  Colpitis  Dean,  or  of  his  coming 
into  possession  of  the  Aislahy  Estate,  by  reason  of 
the  failure  of  the  previous  limitations  in  favour  of 
Thomas  C.  Grainger  and  his  issue,  it  was  to  fall  into 
the  residue. 

This,  therefore,  removes  the  inconsistency  which 
might  be  relied  upon,  if  none  but  the  property  devised 
to  Margaret  Colpitis  could,  in  any  event,  have  lapsed 
or  passed  by  the  residuary  devise,  other  than  the  pro* 
perty  included  in  it  when  the  will  was  made. 

The  second  observation  is  this: — ^That  the  testatrix 
has  republished  her  will,  and  left  these  dispositions 
unchanged,  after  the  death  of  her  sister,  and  when  she 
was  aware  that  the  sister  could  take  nothing  under  her 
will.  The  will  and  codicil,  therefore,  must  be  read 
together,  as  if  made  at  this  date, — why  did  she  not 
notice  that  circumstance  and  make  a  corresponding 
alteration  in  the  will  ?  The  answer  appears  to  me  to  be 
obvious ;  she  believed  that  the  effect  of  the  lapse  would 
simply  be  to  throw  the  property  devised  to  her  sister 
into  the  residue,  and  to  accelerate  the  estates  to  her 
nieces  therein,  so  as  to  take  effect  immediately  on  her 
own  decease.  And  this  is,  in  my  opinion,  the  correct 
construction  of  the  will ;  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  this 
is  the  ordinary  case  to  meet  which  the  clause  in  the 
statute  was  introduced  : — that  this  is  a  residuary  devise 
which  passes  the  estates  included  in  the  devise  to  Mar- 
garei  Colpitis,  and  which  has  lapsed  by  reason  of  her 
death  before  that  of  the  testatrix,  and  that  nothing  is  to 
be  found  in  this  will,  from  whence  a  contrary  intention 
can  be  discovered. 

I  will  make  a  declaration,  therefore^  and  decree  ac- 
cordingly. 


14 
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1865. 


March,  8,  19. 
The  affidavit 
in  support  of 
an  application 
for  an  order  to 
appoint  a 
guardian  to 
concur,  on 
behalf  of  an 
infant,  in  a 
special  case 
under  Sir  G. 
Turner*s  Act, 
ought  to  be 
intituled  «  In 
the  matter  of 
the  act"  and 
"  In  the 
matter  of  the 
infant,"  and 
not  "  In  the 
special  case." 


STAR  V.  NEWBERY. 

A  N  order  having  been  made  in  this  case^  for  the 
•^-^  appointment  of  a  guardian  to  concur  in  a  special 
case  under  Sir  George  Turner's  Act  (a),  on  behalf  of 
an  infant,  the  Registrar  refused  to  pass  the  order,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  affidavit  as  to  the  fitness  of  the 
proposed  guardian  was  entitled  In  the  special  case, 
whereas  it  ought  to  have  been  entitled  ''  In  the  matter 
of  the  infant.'* 

Mr.  Tudor,  on  behalf  of  the  infant,  applied  to  the 
Court  to  allow  the  order  to  be  passed  without  another 
affidavit,  or,  at  ail  events,  upon  the  amendment  of  the 
present  affidavit.  He  stated,  that  the  practice  of  the 
Registrars  in  cases  of  this  kind  was  not  uniform,  affida- 
vits similarly  entitled  having  been  considered  by  one  of 
the  Registrars  to  be  regular. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion  that  the 
affidavit  ought  to  be  entitled,  not  only  ''  In  the  matter 
of  the  infant,"  but  also  "  In  the  matter  of  the  act."  He 
thought,  that  it  was  irregular  to  entitle  the  affidavit  *^  In 
the  special  case,"  inasmuch  as  at  the  time  when  the 
affidavit  was  filed,  the  special  case  was  not  on  the  file, 
and  could  not,  therefore,  be  considered  as  in  existence. 
The  affidavit,  he  said,  ought  therefore  to  be  amended  by 
entitling  it ''  In  the  matter  of  the  act  and  in  the  matter 
of  the  infant." 


(a)  13  &  14  Vict,  c.  35,  s.  5. 
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JEFFERIES  V.  MICHELL.  Pe6.8,9. 

Gift  to  *•  my 

rpHE  testator  by  his  will,  dated  in  1844,  expressed  ^^^^^ 

■^    himself  as  follows : — "  After  the  payment  of  my  K  B."  There 

debts,  I  give  my  wife,  Mary  Michell,  20/.,  and  171.  per  "^^^^^^^^ 

year  during  her  life,"    He  then  devised  several  real  one  of  them 

estates  and  bequeathed  several  legacies  ''in  cash"  to  visiting  the 

different  members  of  his  family.     He  then  proceeded  as  ^stator  and 

•^  much  noticed 

follows : — "  I  give  my  granddaughter^  Elizabeth  JBawden,  by  him,  and 

150L  in  cash;  my  son  John  200Z.  in  cash,  two  months  ^^^®  ^^^li^ 

after  my  decease;  my  son  Stephen  250/.;  my  son  Thomas  that  the 

250/.,  and  the  residue  of  my  effects  shall  be  divided  entitled  to  the 

equally  between  my  executors,  who  are  to  pay  all  my  ^^^y* 

bequests  only  to  the  individuals  herein  named."    ''I  mentofhis 

appoint  my  sons  Stephen  and  Thomas  Michell  my  execu-  ^«J>*«"  ^^^  tc»- 

tors  and  joint  trustees  for  the  aforenamed  persons."         certain  le- 
gacies, one  of 
150/.  to  E.  £., 
The  testator  died  in  1845.     At  the  date  of  his  will  and  he  di- 

he  had  two  granddaughters  named  Elizabeth  Bawden;  cutors  to  pay 

one  (the  Plaintiff)  the  daughter  of  Elizabeth  Bawden,  "  ™y  *^i,^".^'^ 

and  the  other  the  daughter  of  Mary  Bawden.    The  Tiduals  herein 

Plaintiff  came  of  age  in  June,  1846,  and  in  November,  ^^^^\^^ 

1846,  she  married  the  Plaintiff  J^/fcrieg.  E.  B.  150/. 

Held,  that  the 
legacy  was  not 
The  father  of  the  Plaintiff  Mrs.  Jefferies  had  died,  «  wtisfiiction 
1       •       1       t  •         1       1  -1 1     1  'no  11    of  the  debt, 

leavmg  her  his  only  child,  then  an  mfant  of  a  year  old^  but  that  £.  £. 

and  thereupon  the  testator  took  Mrs.  Jefferies,  whom  ^®°'*^^  ^ 

he  offered  to  adopt,  and  her  mother  to  reside  with  him 

at  his  house  in  Redruth,  Cornwall ;  they  remained  with 

him  for  a  year  and  a  half,  when  the  mother  married 

Driffield,  with  whom  they  removed  to  Saint  Austell. 

While 
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1865.       While  at   Saint  Auslell,  however,  Mrs.  Jefferies  was 
^^^^''^^      constantly  in  the  habit  of  visiting  the  testator,  and 

wEFFERIES  o  ' 

V.  staying  with  him  for  several  months. 

MiCHELL. 

After  remaining  at  Saint  Austell  for  six  years,  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Driffield,  and  their  daughter,  returned  to 
Redruth,  where  they  remained  for  two  years,  and  then 
removed  to  Saint  Ives.  While  at  Redruth,  Mrs.  Jeffe- 
ries was  in  the  habit  of  seeing  her  grandfather  daily, 
and  when  at  Saint  Ives  of  paying  him  constant  visits. 
Her  mother  having  ten  children  by  her  second  marriage, 
the  testator  used,  on  that  account,  to  take  more  notice 
of  her,  and  on  her  returning  to  Redruth  apprenticed  her 
there,  and  paid  the  premium.  In  June,  1844,  she  went 
on  a  visit  to  the  testator,  and  remained  till  the  22nd 
July;  but  there  was  some  discrepancy  in  the  evidence 
as  to  the  visits  at  the  time  the  will  was  made,  and  as 
to  where  she  stayed.  In  a  book  kept  by  the  testator, 
there  were  entries  of  sums  due  to  Elizabeth  JBawden, 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  160/. ;  it  was  not  stated 
which  Elizabeth  Bawden,  but  it  was  admitted  that 
those  sums  were  due  to  Mrs.  Jefferies.  The  other 
Elizabeth  Bawden  was  one  of  five  children  of  another 
daughter  of  the  testator,  and  had  never  resided  with 
nor  been  particularly  noticed  by  him. 

The  executors  having  refused  to  pay  the  legacy  of 
160Z.  to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jefferies,  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  doubtful  which  granddaughter  was  intended,  the 
latter  filed  this  bill  to  compel  payment. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Darling,  for  the  Plaintiff. 
There  are  two  questions  to  be  decided  in  this  case ;  one 
as  to  the  personal  identity  of  the  legatee,  and  the  other 
whether  the  legacy  is  a  satisfaction  of  the  debt.  As  to 
the  legatee  intended  by  the  testator,  there  is  an  ambi- 
guity, 
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guity,  which,  being  latent,  parol  evidence  is  admissible 
to  explain  it.  This  has  accordingly  been  taken,  and 
shows  clearly,  that  the  testator  had  constant  intercourse 
with  and  took  great  interest  in,  Mrs.  JefferieSy  and  that 
he  never  paid  any  particular  attention  to  the  other 
granddaughter.  The  presumption  therefore  is,  that  he 
meant  Mrs.  Jefferies;  Doe  d.  Westlake  v.  Westlake{a\ 

As  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  debt  by  the  legacy,  that 
principle  does  not  apply  to  the  present  case ;  for  here 
the  bequests  are  made  ''  after  payment  of  the  testator's 
debts,"  and  the  gift  of  the  residue  to  the  executors  is 
accompanied  with  a  direction  ''  to  pay  all  my  bequests 
only  to  the  individuals  herein  named."  Where  there  is 
an  express  direction  for  payment  of  debts  and  legacies 
in  the  will,  a  legacy  to  a  creditor  of  the  testator  is  not 
a  satisfaction  of  a  debt  due  to  him.  Consequently 
Mrs.  Jefferies  is  entitled  to  the  150/.  legacy,  as  well  as 
the  debt;  Field  v.  Mostyn(b);  Leikbridge  v.  Thw' 
low  (c) ;  2  Rop.  Leg.  (jd) ;  and  see  Hales  v.  Darell(e), 

Mr.  FoUett  and  Mr.  Nicholls,  for  the  executors,  contra. 
It  is  impossible  to  ascertain  which  of  the  two  grand- 
daughters was  meant.  It  is  a  mere  matter  of  conjec- 
ture, and  therefore  the  bequest  fails  for  uncertainty. 

Secondly,  the  debt  was  satisfied  by  the  legacy.  It 
is  shown  by  the  account  book  to  have  been  exactly  of 
the  same  amount  In  Wathen  v.  Smiih  (f)  a  covenant 
in  a  settlement,  to  leave  a  sum  by  will,  was  held  to  be 
satisfied  by  a  legacy  to  the  same  amount,  though  fol- 
lowed by  a  general  direction  for  payment  of  debts.     In 

Chanceg*s 

(a)  4  B.  4-  Aid. 57.  (d)  Page  1051  (4th  edit). 

(6)  Dick,543;  3  Amtr. S3\,n.         (e)  3  Beov.  324. 
(c)  15  Betn.  334.  (/)  4  Mad.  325. 
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Chcmceifs  Case  (a),  a  bequest  of  500Z.  was  held  to  be  a 
satisfaction  of  a  bond  debt  for  lOOZ. ;  and  in  Gaynon  v. 
Wood{b)f  a  bequest  of  600/.  was  held  to  be  a  satisfac- 
tion of  a  debt  of  200/. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer,  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  Plaintiffs  have  made  out  their  case.  On 
the  question  as  to  which  of  the  two  granddaughters  was 
intended,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  not  so  much 
doubt,  that  the  Court  must  hold  the  gift  void  for  un- 
certainty. The  facts  that  the  Plaintiff  lived  with  the 
testator  one  year  and  a  half  when  a  child,  and  that  he 
offered  to  adopt  her,  are  strong  in  her  favour.  These 
very  account  books,  are  sufficient  to  show  that  the  Plain- 
tiff was  constantly  present  to  his  mind ;  and  he  owed 
her  money,  he  kept  her  accounts  apart,  she  lived  with 
him,  and  he  apprenticed  her.  But  with  respect  to  the 
other  Elizabeth  Bawden,  there  is  a  total  absence  of  any 
evidence  pointing  to  any  close  relation  between  her  and 
the  testator.  When  I  find  the  one  constantly  present 
to  the  testator's  mind  and  the  other  not,  the  natural 
presumption  is,  that  the  legacy  was  intended  for  the 
former.  The  observation  on  the  account  book,  that 
although  the  name  of  Elizabeth  Bawden  is  repeatedly 
stated  in  it,  there  is  nothing  to  mark  which  was  in- 
tended, is  removed  by  the  admission,  that  in  one  place 
the  name  necessarily  referred  to  the  Plaintiff,  to  whom 
the  sum  was  owing,  and  the  presumption  is,  that  the 
same  Elizabeth  Bawden  was  intended  throughout  It 
is  said,  that  probably  the  offer  of  adoption  being  refused, 
the  testator's  preference  might  have  been  removed,  but 
this  is  repelled  by  the  fact  that  they  were  aflerwards  on 

very 
(a)  1  P.  IVms.  408;  10  Mod,  399.  (6)  1  Dick.  331. 
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very  good  terms,  and  constautly  visiting.    I  am  therefore  1856. 

bound  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Plaintiff  was  "^^^y^*^ 

the  Elizabeth  Bawden  intended,  and  that  this  legacy  of  •^*"^**«» 

160/.  belongs  to  her.  Michell. 

I  cannot  hold  that  this  legacy  of  160/.  was  a  satis- 
faction of  the  160/.  debt  due  from  the  testator  to  the 
Plaintiff.  In  the  first  place,  he  puts  this  legacy  in  the 
same  situation  as  all  his  other  legacies.  He  says,  *'  after 
payment  of  my  debts,"  I  give  certain  legacies  in  cash ; 
they  are  all  exactly  in  the  same  position.  It  is  possible 
that  the  testator  supposed  that  this  granddaughter  could 
not  take  both  the  debt  and  legacy;  but  nothing  is  said 
in  the  will ;  on  the  contrary,  there  is  an  express  direc- 
tion to  pay  both  the  debts  and  the  legacies,  and  the 
legacies  are  to  be  paid  **  to  the  individuals.'* 

The  result  is,  that  if  the  testator  had  a  different  inten- 
tion, he  has  failed  to  express  it,  and  I  therefore  think  that 
both  the  debt  and  legacy  are  payable  to  the  Plaintiff. 


c2 
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1865. 


Jan.  12,  13. 
Feb.  13. 


In  re  LANGMEAD's  Trusts. 


The  partner- 
ship between 
A.  and  B.  wi 
dissolved  and 
A.  retired. 
ji.f  by  deed, 


J^ILLIAM    LANGMEAD    and    John    dark 

Langmead  were  partners  in  a  brewery.     Part  of 

their  assets  consisted  of  a  policy  of  assurance  effected 

in  the  name  of  Mr.  Windsor,  and  by  him  assigned  to 

«g«^  *<>««■  the  partners, 
cute  an  assign-  '^ 

ment  to  B.  of 

ship^a^ssets^  In  1825,  John  Clark  Langmead  retired,  and  by  a 

(part  of  which   deed  executed  by  the  partners  dated  the  5th  of  February, 

policy  of  which  1825,  it  Was  agreed  that  the  partnership  should  stand 

the  partners      dissolved ;    that  general  releases  should   be  executed 

wereassig-  /     i  . 

nees),  and  B.    between  both  parties ;  that  William  Langmead  should 

pay  to  John  Clark  Langmead  the  sum  of  2,000/.,  and 

that  in  consideration  thereof,  John   Clark  Langmead 

should  convey  and  assign  to  William  Langmead  all  the 

partnership  stock,  and  effects,  and  all  debts  due  to  the 

concern,  together  with  all  mortgages,  bonds,  and  other 

securities,  &c.,  and  all  benefit  and  advantage  to  arise 

from 


was  to  cove- 
nant to  pay 
the  debts  and 
indemnify 
A.  against 
them.    No 
further  deed 
was  executed. 

A.  died,  and 

B.  afterwards 
assigned  the 
policy  to  a 


purchaser  who 

nad  notice  of  the  deed.  A.'b  executors  were  afterwards  compelled  to  pay  partnership 
debts  which  ought  to  have  been  discharged  by  B.  The  policy  being  adversely  claimed 
by  the  purchaser  and  by  A.*%  executors,  Held,  that  though  A.  and  his  executors 
were  entitled  to  pursue  any  portion  of  the  partnership  property  in  the  hands  of  B., 
and  have  it  applied  in  payment  of  the  partnership  debts,  yet  that  they  had  no  such 
right  as  against  the  purchaser  from  B.  though  with  notice,  for  he  was  not  bound  to 
see  to  the  application  of  the  purchase-money. 

A.  (a  retiring  partner)  agreed  to  assign  a  policy  (part  of  the  partnership  assets)  to 
B.  (the  continuing  partner)  on  certain  terms.  B.  mortgaged  it  to  C,  who  gave  notice 
to  the  office.  B.  afterwards  became  bankrupt.  Held,  that  the  policy  was  not  within 
the  order  and  disposition  of  B.  either  as  against  A.  or  C. 


1825.  Dissolution. 

1830.  John  died. 

1831.  Assignment  to  Boyd. 

DAI 

rEs. 

1838.  Notice  to  ofiBce. 

1840.  H't/Zio;/!  bankrupt. 

1841.  Policy  payable. 
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from  the  said  trade  or  business,  and  also  all  his  share  1855. 
in  the  freehold  and  leasehold  messuages  and  heredita-  '''^^^^^^ 
ments  belonging  to  the  partnership,  subject  to  the  Lanomead's 
performance  of  the  covenants  and  the  discharge  of  the  Trusti. 
incumbrances  affecting  the  same.  And  it  was  by  this 
indenture  agreed,  that  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  it 
into  effect,  all  proper  and  necessary  deeds  should  be 
executed  between  the  parties ;  and  that  in  the  deeds,  to 
be  so  executed,  there  should  be  contained  a  covenant 
on  the  part  of  John  Clark  Langmead,  that  he  would, 
after  the  25th  of  March  then  next  following,  do  all 
lawful  and  necessary  acts,  at  the  expense  of  William 
Langmeady  for  recovering  any  of  the  debts  due  to  the 
firm,  and  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  sell  or  dis- 
pose of  all  or  any  of  the  lands  and  property  belonging 
thereto,  and  that  he  would  enter  into  all  necessary  and 
other  assurances  for  all  or  any  of  the  purposes  aforesaid ; 
and  also,  that  these  deeds  should  contain  a  covenant, 
on  the  part  of  William  Langmead,  that  he  would  pay 
all  the  debts  and  demands  of  or  upon  the  concern,  and 
indemnify  John  Clark  Langmead,  and  his  estate,  against 
the  same. 

No  further  deed  was  executed  in  pursuance  of  the 
covenant  contained  in  this  deed,  but  under  it  William 
Langmead  took  possession  of  all  the  partnership  pro- 
perty, stock  and  effects,  including  the  policy  of  insur- 
ance on  the  life  of  Mr.  Windsor;  and  he,  thereafter, 
carried  on  the  business  on  his  own  account. 

Willam  Langmead  paid  the  2,000Z.  to  John  Clark 
Langmead  a  considerable  time  after  the  dissolution  of 
the  partnership.  He  did  not,  however,  pay  all  the  debts 
due  from  the  firm,  though  during  the  life  oi  John  Clark 
Langmead  no  claim  was  made  on  him  by  any  partner- 
ship creditor. 

John 
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1855.  John  Clark  Langmead  died  in  1630,  baying,  by  his 

*^v-^^  will,  given  all  bis  real  and  personal  property  to  the 

Lako"m7ad's  V^^^^  Petitioner. 


Trosts. 


On  the  1st  of  September ^  1831,  about  eight  months 
after  the  decease  of  John  Clark  Langmecul^  William 
Langmead  assigned  the  policy  effected  on  the  life  of 
Mr.  Windsor^  and  other  property,  to  Walter  Boydy  to 
secure  the  repayment  of  4,000/.  then  advanced  to  him 
by  Walter  Boyd.  William  Langmead,  at  the  same  time, 
gave  Walter  Boyd  a  power  of  attorney  to  receive  the 
sums  to  become  payable  on  the  policy.  Subsequently 
to  this,  in  a  suit  for  administering  the  estate  of  John 
Clark  Langmeady  several  persons  who  were  creditors  of 
the  firm  at  the  date  of  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership, 
came  in  and  proved  debts,  amounting  in  the  whole  to 
1,373/.,  and  which  were  paid  out  of  the  estate  of  John 
Clark  Langmead.  These  were  debts  which,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  indenture  of  dissolution  of  the  6th  of 
February y  1825,  William  Langmead  was  bound  to  pay, 
and  against  which  he  had  covenanted  to  indemnify  both 
John  Clark  Langmead  and  his  estate. 

At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  assignment  of  1st 
of  September y  1831,  Walter  Boyd  had  express  notice  of 
the  deed  of  5th  February y  1825,  and  that  this  policy 
formed  part  of  the  partnership  assets  which  had  been 
taken  by  William  Langmead,  and  consequently  he  had 
express  notice  that  William  Langmead  was  bound  to 
pay  the  debts  of  the  partnership,  and  to  indemnify  «7bAit 
Clark  Langmead  and  his  estate  against  them. 

In  1837,  Mr.  BoyddxtAy  and  in  1838,  his  executors 
gave  notice  to  the  insurance  company  of  the  assignment 
of  Windsor*s  policy  to  their  testator  by  the  deed  of  the 
Ut  of  September,  1831. 

On 
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On  the  23rd  of  June,  1840,  William  Langmead  became  1 856. 

bankrupt,  and  his  assignees  assigned  the  policy  in  ques-  ^^^^'•^^ 

tion  to  a  person  of  the  name  of  Watts.  Lakomiad's 


Trusts. 


In  1841,  William  Windsor  died,  and,  in  consequence 
of  adverse  claims,  the  amount  received  on  this  policy 
was  paid  into  Court.  It  was  claimed,  firstly,  by  the 
Petitioner,  who  was  entitled  to  John  Clark  Langmead's 
estate ;  secondly,  by  the  executors  of  Walter  Boyd ; 
and  thirdly,  by  Watts,  claiming  under  the  assignees  of 
William  Langmead,  who  insisted  that  it  was  within  the 
order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  at  the  time  of 
the  bankruptcy. 

Mr.  Follett,  in  support  of  the  petition  for  payment  to 
the  residuary  legatee  of  John  Clark  Langmead,  con- 
tended, that  the  policy,  being  partnership  property, 
formed  part  of  the  joint  assets,  and  was  primarily  appli- 
cable to  the  payment  of  the  joint  creditors ;  and  that, 
until  the  assignment  had  been  perfected,  and  the  indem- 
nity given,  William  Langmead  had  no  power  to  dispose 
of  any  more  than  his  share,  after  discharging  the  joint 
liabilities.  He  argued  also,  that  by  the  deed  of  dissolu- 
tion the  policy  was  to  be  assigned,  subject  to  the  incum- 
brances affecting  the  same,  and  that  the  produce  of  it  was 
applicable,  in  the  first  place,  to  the  payment  of  the  part- 
nership debts,  and  Boyd,  having  full  notice  of  these 
facts,  was  bound  by  all  the  equities  between  the  partners, 
and  could  claim  no  more  than  his  assignor,  who  in 
equity  was  bound  to  apply  the  produce  of  the  policy  in 
exonerating  his  copartner  from  partnership  liabilities ; 
that  the  covenants  in  the  deed  not  having  been  per- 
formed, the  estate  of  John  was  entitled  to  be  re- 
couped, out  of  the  produce  of  the  policy,  the  amount 
of  the  debts  which  it  had  paid,  and  against  which  it  was 
to  be  indemnified. 

Mr. 
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1855.  Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Nalder,  for  BoycTs  executors, 

''^^^'^^      contended,  that  the  assignment  to  him  was  yalid,  and 

Lahomead's   being  perfected  by  notice  to  the  insurance  company, 

TruiU.  jjjg  ^j^jg  ^j^g  indisputable.  That  the  very  object  of  the 
deed  of  dissolution  was  to  give  to  the  continuing  part- 
ner the  power  of  realizing  the  assets,  for  payment  of 
the  partnership  debts,  and  which  power  the  surviving 
partner  possessed  independently  of  the  deed  of  dissolu- 
tion. That  the  purchaser,  though  with  notice,  was  not 
bound  to  see  to  the  application  of  the  purchase-money 
in  payment  of  debts  not  specified,  and  that  the  surviving 
partner  had,  by  law,  full  power  to  sell  and  pledge  the 
assets.  They  cited  Burridge  v.  Row  (a) ;  Clack  v.  Hol- 
land (fi)  ;  Jenkins  v.  Hiles(c) ;  Gibson  v.  Goldsmid{d). 

Mr.  C.  T.  Simpson^  for  the  executore  of  WattSy 
contended  that  the  policy  was  within  the  order  and 
disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  and  belonged  to  his  assig- 
nees.    He  referred  to  Gibson  v.  Oldfield  (e). 

Mr.  Wickens,  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  FoUeti,  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


Feb.  13. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  is,  who  is  entitled  to  the  money  in  Court 

which  represents  the  policy  ? 

The 

(fl)  1  Y.^C,  (C.  C.)  183.  (d)  18  Beav,  584,  reversed  by 

(6)  19  Beav.  262.  the  Lords  Justices,  Dec.  2, 1854. 

(c)   6  rcf.646.  W  4  Car.*  P.  313. 
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The  claimauts  are,  the  Petitioner,  who,  being  the  sole  1856. 
residuary  devisee  and  legatee  of  John  Clark  Langmead  ^-^"v^^^ 
(all  of  whose  debts  have  been  paid  in  the  suit  instituted  Lanomead's 
for  the  administration  of  his  estate),  is  the  person  en-  Trusu. 
titled  to  this  money,  if  the  claim  of  John  Clark  Lang- 
mecuts  estate  can  be  substantiated.  This  claim,  how- 
ever, is  contested,  on  one  hand  by  the  executors  of 
Walter  Boyd,  who  claim  under  the  deed  of  the  1st  of 
September,  1831,  and  also  by  the  executors  of  Watts, 
who  claim  under  the  assignment  from  the  assignees  of 
William  Langmead.  The  claim  of  the  executors  of 
Watts  may,  I  think,  be  very  shortly  disposed  of:  he 
claims  the  policy  money  on  the  ground  that  the  policy 
was  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt  at  the 
date  of  the  bankruptcy,  and  that  therefore  the  assignees 
of  the  bankrupt  were  entitled  to  assign  it  to  Mr.  Watts. 
Bat  this  was  not  so,  for  the  notice  to  the  insurance 
company  given  in  February,  1838,  by  the  executors  of 
Walter  Boyd,  which  was  prior  to  the  bankruptcy  of 
William  Langmead,  removes  any  question  on  this  sub- 
ject. I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  claim  of  the 
executors  of  Mr.  Watts  must  fail. 

The  contest  between  the  Petitioner  and  the  executors 
of  Walter  Boyd  is  not  so  easily  disposed  of;  but  on  the 
whole,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  claim  of  the  executors 
of  Walter  Boyd  is  the  preferable  one,  and  that  it  must 
prevail.  I  do  not  doubt,  that  John  Clark  Langmead 
was,  or  that  his  executors  after  his  decease  were,  en- 
titled to  pursue  and  specifically  to  apply,  towards  the 
payment  of  the  debts  of  the  partnership,  any  portion  of 
the  partnership  property  which  they  could  point  out  to 
be  in  existence  in  the  hands  of  William  Langmead;  but, 
when  this  property  had  got  in  the  hands  of  an  assignee 
or  purchaser  for  value  from  William  Langmead,  a  dif- 
ferent class  of  considerations  arises.     I  think  that  the 

case 
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1866.       ^^^  ^^  ^^®  Petitioner  cannot  be  put  higher  than  one  of 

'^'^^^^^      an  express  trust  vested  in  William  Langmead^  to  sell 

-     -^w  »•«  ^     the  property  and  apply  the  proceeds  in  payment  of  the 

Trusts.       debts  of  the  partnership.     If  that  had  been  the  case,  a 

purchaser  from   William  Langmead,  even  with  express 

notice  of  that  trust,  would  not  have  been  bound  to  see 

to  the   application   of  the  purchase-money.     This  is 

settled  by  many  cases  which  I  had  to  consider  lately  in 

a  case  of  Robinson  v.  Lowater{a). 


The  case  before  me  is,  I  think,  weaker  than  the  case 
I  have  suggested  ;  it  certainly  cannot,  in  my  opinion,  be 
put  higher  than  this  : — viz.,  that  John  Clark  Langmead 
was  entitled  to  have  property  applied  in  payment  of  the 
partnership  debts  as  long  as  any  debts  existed ;  but 
even  that  right,  under  the  agreement  of  the  5th  of 
February y  1826,  only  continued  until  William  Lang* 
mead  had  executed  a  proper  indemnity  to  secure  John 
Clark  Langmead  against  the  debts  of  the  firm.  Such 
an  indemnity  John  Clark  Langmead  might  have  com- 
pelled William  Langmead  to  execute;  but,  for  a  period 
of  nearly  six  years,  he  continued  satisfied  with  the 
matter  remaining  as  it  stood,  simply  in  covenant ;  and 
then,  upwards  of  six  years  after  the  dissolution  of  the 
partnership,  when  Walter  Boyd  might  reasonably  have 
supposed  that  all  the  debts  of  the  concern  had  been 
either  paid  or  barred  by  lapse  of  time,  and  when  no 
claim  had  been  made  by  any  creditor  on  John  Clark 
Langmead  or  on  his  executors,  or  by  them  against 
William  Langmead^  Walter  Boyd  takes  an  assignment 
for  value  of  part  of  the  partnership  property.  This  is, 
in  my  opinion,  a  valid  transaction,  constituting  him  the 
real  owner  of  the  property  so  assigned  in  priority  to 

any 

(a)  17Beoo.  592. 
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any  claim  which  John  Clark  Langmead,  or  his  estate,        1855. 

could  have  thereon.  ^^^^v-^^ 

In  re 
Lanombad's 
If  I  was  to  hold  otherwise,  the  result  would  be,  that       Tnisu. 

in  the  case  of  the  dissolution  of  partnership,  by  a  deed 
similar  to  that  before  me  (a  case  of  common  occurrence), 
the  partner  continuing  to  carry  on  the  business  would 
be  paralyzed  in  his  efforts ;  he  would  be  unable  to  dis- 
pose of  any  portion  of  the  partnership  property,  as  no 
one  would  purchase  property  at  its  fair  value,  under  the 
apprehension  of  its  being  afterwards  laid  hold  of,  as 
specifically  liable  to  pay  the  partnership  debts,  which 
the  continuing  partners  might  have  omitted  to  discharge. 

I  am  of  opinion,  in  this  case,  that  the  executors  of 
Walter  Boyd  are  entitled  to  have  the  money  and  ex- 
chequer bills  in  Court  applied,  as  far  as  may  be  neces- 
sary, in  payment  of  the  amount  due  on  the  mortgage 
security  of  the  1st  of  September,  1831 ;  but  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  Petitioner  is  entitled  to  the  balance,  if 
any,  remaining  after  that  payment. 

NoTK.^  Affinned  bj  the  Lords  Juiticet,  July  12,  1855. 
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Jan.  19. 

The  Plaintiff 
described  him- 
self as  of 
•*  Gray's  Inn, 
Barrister  at 
Law,  and  of 
No.  2,  CloU- 
terSf  Middle 
Temple."  The 
Defendant 
pleaded  that 
the  description 
was  false,  and 
that  the  Plain- 
tiff was  not 
resident  at 
No.  2,  Clois- 
ters, Middle 
Temple,  Held, 
that  the  plea 
was  bad  in 
form,  not  ne- 
gativing a 
residence  at 
Gray's  Inn. 

But,  ^turre , 
whether,  even 
if  correct  in 
form,  such  a 
plea  could  be 
supported. 


BAINBRIGGE  v.  ORTON. 

rpHE  Plaintiff  described  himself  as  "  William  Arnold 
BainbriggCy  of  Gray*8  Inn,  Barrister  at  Law,  and 
of  No.  2,  Cloisters^  Temple^  in  the  city  of  London!* 
One  of  the  Defendants  put  in  a  plea  in  these  words  : — 
^'  that  the  Plaintiff  in  the  said  bill  is  described  as  a 
Barrister  at  Law,  and  of  No.  2,  Cloisters^  Middle 
Temple,  in  the  city  of  London,  whereas  such  descrip- 
tion is  false,  the  fact  being,  that  the  said  Plaintiff  is 
not  now,  nor  was  he  at  the  time  of  filing  of  the  said 
bill  in  this  suit,  nor  has  he  ever  since  been  resident  at 
the  said  No.  2,  Cloisters,  Middle  Temple,  in  the  city  of 
London  aforesaid,  nor  was  his  residence  or  place  of 
abode  known  to  me  at  the  date  of  his  filing  the  said 
bill,  nor  has  it  ever  since  been,  nor  is  it  now  known  to 
me;  but  that  the  said  Plaintiff  keeps  his  true  residence 
a  secret  from  me." 

Mr.  H.  M.  Wright,  for  the  Defendant.  Though  the 
form  of  this  plea  is  unusual,  yet  there  is  authority  to 
support  it.  At  law  such  a  plea  is  valid ;  Comj/n's 
Digest  (a).  The  mode  pursued  at  law  is  to  claim  oyer 
of  the  writ,  and  if  the  name  or  address  is  shown  to  be 
false,  it  is  held  a  sufficient  ground  to  stop  the  pro- 
ceedings. [The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  That  is  the 
case  of  pleas  in  abatement,  of  which  we  know  little  or 
nothing  in  this  Court.]  The  plea  is  not  a  novel  one  in 
equity,  and  can  be  supported  both  by  principle  and 
authority.  The  true  address  is  one  of  the  formal  re- 
quisites to  a  bill;  Mitford(b);   and  a  Defendant  by 

plea 
(a)  Abatement,  E,  22.  {b)  Page  42  (4th  edit.). 
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plea  may  take  advantage  of  any  substantial  want  of       1866. 
fomiy  or  he  may  plead  that  a  Plaintiff  *^  does  not  sus 
tain  the  character  he  assaroes  ;  Mitfcird  (a)." 


Bainbrioob 
Orton. 


In  Rowley  y.  JEkcUs  {b),  the  Defendant  pleaded  that 
the  Plaintiff  did  not  reside  at  the  place  stated  in  the 
billy  and  it  was  held,  that  after  demurrer  overruled,  the 
Defendant  could  not  plead  without  leave  of  the  Court ; 
thus  implying,  that  the  plea  itself  was  valid.  In  Smith 
V.  Smith  (c),  Vice-Chancellor  Wood  considered  such  a 
plea  goody  and  the  present  plea  has  been  formed  on  the 
model  of  the  one  filed  in  that  case,  varied  however  to 
meet  the  objection  there  made  to  it  by  Vice-Chancellor 
Wood.  The  address  No.  2,  CloisterSy  Middle  Temple, 
is  the  address  of  the  Plaintiff's  solicitors,  as  appears 
by  the  bill,  but  it  is  not  the  Plaintiff's  address,  which 
the  Defendant  has  a  right  to  know.  Though  this  plea 
is  based  on  somewhat  technical  grounds,  yet  technical 
rules  are  intended  to  produce  substantial  justice  and 
prevent  evasion.  [The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Is  not 
the  proper  mode,  according  to  modern  practice,  to  apply 
for  security  for  costs  in  cases  of  misdescription  ?]  The 
Defendant  is  now  in  contempt  for  want  of  an  answer, 
and  could  not,  therefore,  have  made  the  application,  and 
the  only  course  left  him  was  to  plead.  He  referred  to 
Hudson  V.  Hudson  {d) ;  Mitf.  Pleading  (e). 

Mr.  R.  Palmer y  contrct.  This,  being  a  dilatory,  must 
be  treated  strictly.  The  case  of  Smith  v.  Smith  de- 
cides nothing,  for  it  was  disallowed.  Though  a  plea 
to  the  person,  in  the  nature  of  a  plea  in  abatement,  may 
be  pleaded  in  equity,  yet  no  such  plea  as  the  present  is 

enumerated 

(a)  Page  230.  (d  )  1  .Sim.  ^  Stu,  512. 

(6)  1  Sim.  if  Stu.  511.  (e)  Pages  216,  217. 

(r)  1  Kay,  App.  xxii. 
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1856.  enumerated  in  the  books;  Redesdale {a) ;  JBeames  on 
Pleas  (b).  At  law,  a  plea  in  abatement  goes  to  the 
whole  case,  and^  being  allowed,  the  cause  is  out  of 
Ortok.  Court;  but  in  equity,  it  is  a  mere  matter  of  amendment. 
The  practice,  in  cases  of  misdescription,  has  always 
been  to  apply  for  security  for  costs,  and  this  furnishes 
full  protection  to  a  Defendant.  But  here,  the  right  to 
move  for  security  for  costs  has  been  lost,  and  it  would 
be  an  extraordinary  proposition  to  say,  that  when  the 
right  to  obtain  security  for  costs  has  been  lost  by 
waiver,  the  Defendant  can,  by  such  a  plea,  stop  the 
suit. 

Secondly,  the  plea  is  bad  in  point  of  form,  for  it  does 
not  n^ative  the  whole  description,  which  is  **  William 
Arnold  Bainbrigge^  of  Gray's  Inn,  Barrister,  and  2, 
Cloisters,  Temple."  The  plea  does  not  negative  the 
first  part  of  the  description,  for  **  Graxfs  Inn"  is  to  be 
intended  as  descriptive  of  his  residence  there,  and  not 
of  his  being  a  barrister  of  that  Inn  of  Court.  This  is 
not  covered  by  the  plea.  It  is  also  informal  for  du- 
plicity, for  it  raises  a  question  as  to  the  Defendant's 
knowledge  of  the  Plaintiff's  address.  He  cited  Right/ 
V.  Rigby{c) ;  Emmott  v.  Mitchell  (d). 

Mr.  Wright,  in  reply,  contended  that  "  Grag's  Inn, 
Barrister,*'  was  a  description  of  the  person  and  not  of 
the  place  of  residence. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

If  the  latter  part  of  the  description  had  been  omitted, 

I  should  be  of  opinion   hat  there  was  a  sufficient  address 

on 

(a)  Page  226  (4th  edit.).  (c)  15  Sim.  90. 

(6)  Pages  56,  121.  (d)  14  Sim.  432. 
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on  this  bill.  The  sentence  would  then  run  thus:  humbly  1866. 
complaining  showeth  unto  your  Lordship  **  A.  B.^  of 
Gray's  Inn,  Barrister  at  Law."  If  it  had  stopped  therCi 
the  Defendant  could  not  have  objected  that  the  address  Orton. 
of  the  Plaintiff  had  been  omitted,  for  Grays  Inn  is  as 
much  a  place  of  residence  as  the  Temple,  New  Inn  or 
Clements  Inn.  But  if  the  Plaintiff  had  described  him- 
self as  being  a  Barrister  of  the  Society  of  Gray's  Inn^ 
I  agree  there  would  be  no  address.  This  plea,  there- 
fore,  does  not  cover  the  whole  address,  but  merely 
negatives  the  residence  in  the  Temple,  and  in  my 
opinion  it  is  insufficient 

I  wish  particularly  to  guard  myself  against  its  being 
supposed  that  I  have  said  anything  to  countenance  the 
doctrine,  that  such  a  plea  as  this  can  be  maintained. 
It  is  new  to  me.  I  have  never,  in  practice,  met  with 
one  like  it,  and  it  is  difficult  to  reconcile  it  with  the 
principles  and  practice  of  the  Court.  The  ordinary 
mode  of  proceeding  in  such  cases  is  to  move  for  security 
for  costs. 

Overrule  the  plea. 
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PALMER  V.  NEWELL. 

March  13,  14. 

In  1838,  il.fi.  IDY  an  indenture,  dated  10th  of  August,  1838,  Sir 
voluntary*  "^  ./bAn  Chichester,  for  a  nominal  consideration, 
deed,  securing,  demised  a  freehold  estate  to  Lozon,  Newell,  Robert  JB. 
estate,  life  an-    Chichester  ^nd  Witham,  for  1,000  years,  to  commence 

nuitiet  to  seven  ^^  jjjg  death,  upon  trust  to  raise  the  following  life  an- 

persons,  pay-  ... 

able  on  his        nuities :  an  annuity  of  100/.  for  Sarah  Lavallin  for  life, 

1851**h  ^^  annuity  of  100/.  for  her  son  Robert  Bruce  for  life, 

cuted  another  an  annuity  of  62/.  for  Sarah  Benham  for  life,  an  annuity 
deed%ove-  ^^  ^^^*  '^^  ^^'  daughter  Sarah  Palmer  Benham  for  life, 
nanting  to  paj  an  annuity  of  20/.  for  Elizabeth  Hellyer,  the  wife  of 
dissimilar  in  William  Hellyer,  for  life,  an  annuity  of  40/.  for  Eliza 
KofthT  ^  ^^%^  (^'^^  daughter  o(  Elizabeth  and  William  HelU 
same  persons,  yer)  for  life,  an  annuity  of  40/.  for  Elizabeth  (the  eldest 
SwCTe  not  daughter  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Hellyer)  for  life.  These 
substitutional  seven  annuities  were  to  be  paid  by  equal  half-yearly  pay- 
A,  B.,  by^    ments  on  the  26th  day  of  March,  and  the  29th  day  of 

two  deeds,        September,  in  every  year.    And  the  annuities  to  females 

made  provision  i  •  i  i    •  Tk 

for  his  natural   were  to  be   paid  to  their  separate  use.      Power  was 

children  and  thereby  reserved  to  the  settlor  to  revoke  this  deed  by 
their  mothers.  •'  ,  ^  •' 

Held,  that  the  any  deed  "  attested  by  two  or  more  credible  witnesses, 

SofcoSd     or  by  his  last  will." 
not  place  him- 

selfm  /oco  fj^g  jg^j  ^j^g  executed  by  the  settlor  alone,  but  was 

parentu  as  to  "^ 

the  latter,  attested  by  one  of  the  trustees. 

showed  that  it 

was  not  his 

intention  to  do  In    1839    Sarah   Benham,    one  of   the   annuitants, 

former?    ^       married  Hull,  and  in  1840  Elizabeth  Hellyer,  another 

On  aques-    annuitant,  died, 
tionofcon-  g 

struction  of  a  ^ 

deed,  parol 
evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  the  intention  of  the  parties  thereto. 
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By  another  indenture,  dated  the  27th  otJune^  1851, 
and  made  between  Sir  Jo/m  Chichester  of  the  one  part, 
and  James  and  Robert  B.  Chichester  of  the  other  part, 
after  reciting  that  Sir  John  was  desirous  of  securing  the 
payment,  after  his  decease,  of  the  several  annuities 
thereinafter  mentioned,  to  the  persons  thereinafter 
named,  and  that  James  and  Robert  B,  Chichester  had 
agreed,  at  his  request,  to  be  trustees  for  enforcing  the 
covenants  thereinafter  contained.  Sir  John^  for  divers 
good  causes  and  considerations,  covenanted  with  the 
trustees,  that  in  case  Sarah  Lavallin  should  survive  Sir 
Johfif  and  her  son  Robert  Bruce  should  be  living  and 
Quder  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  at  the  decease  of 
Sir  John^  he,  his  executors,  &c.,  would  pay  to  Sarah 
Lavallin  an  annuity  of  150/.  until  Robert  Bruce  should 
attain  twenty-one  years,  or  die  under  that  age  (such 
annuity  to  continue  whether  Sarah  Lavallin  should 
remain  single  or  marry).  And  further,  that  immediately 
after  Robert  Bruce  should  attain  twenty-one,  or  die 
under  that  age  (in  case  he  should  be  living  and  under 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years  at  the  decease  of  Sir  John^ 
and  Sarah  Lavallin  should  be  then  living,  and  a  spin- 
ster), or  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease  of  the 
said  Sir  John  (in  case  Robert  Bruce  should  have  attained 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  died  under  that  age  in 
the  lifetime  of  Sir  John,  and  Sarah  Lavallin  should  be 
living  and  a  spinster,  at  the  decease  of  Sir  John\  the 
heirs,  &c.,  of  Sir  John  would  pay  Sarah  Lavallin  an 
annuity  of  100/.  during  her  life,  until  she  should  marry. 
And  further,  that  in  case  Sarah  Lavallin  should  survive 
Sir  John,  and  should  marry,  then  his  heirs,  &c.,  would, 
from  her  marriage,  or  from  the  decease  of  Sir  John,  or 
from  the  time  when  Robert  Bruce  should  attain  twenty- 
one  years,  or  die  under  that  age,  pay  her  an  annuity  of 
60/.  for  life.  And  in  case  Robert  Bruce  should  survive 
Sir  John,  and  should  attain  twenty-one,  then  the  heirs, 

VOL.  XX.  D  &c.. 
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&c.,  of  Sir  John  would  pay  Robert  Bruce,  from  the 
decease  of  Sir  John,  or  from  Robert  Bruce^s  attaining 
twenty-one,  and  during  the  life  of  Robert  Bruce,  such 
annuity  as  is  hereinafter  mentioned  (that  is  to  say), 
in  case  Sarah  Lavallin  should  have  died  or  married 
before  the  now  stating  covenant  should  come  in^o  ope- 
ration, an  annuity  of  lOOZ.  during  the  life  of  Robert 
Bruce;  and  in  case  Sarah  Lavallin  should  be  living 
and  a  spinster,  when  the  covenant  should  come  into 
operation,  an  annuity  of  60/.  during  the  joint  lives  of 
Robert  Bruce  and  Sqrah  Lavallin,  or  until  she  should 
marry,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Robert  Bruce,  and 
after  the  decease  or  marriage  of  Sarah  Lavallin,  in  the 
lifetime  of  Robert  Bruce,  an  annuity  of  100/.,  during 
the  life  of  Robert  Bruce,  And  further,  that  in  case 
Eliza  Hellyer  should  be  living  at  the  death  of  the  said 
Sir  John,  his  heirs,  &c.,  would  pay  her  an  annuity  of  20/. 
for  life.  And  in  case  Sarah  Palmer  Benham  should  be 
living  at  his  decease,  his  heirs,  &c.,  would  pay  her  an 
annuity  of  20/.  for  life.  And  further,  that  in  case  Eliza" 
beth  Darner  (formerly  Handcoch)  should  be  living  at 
the  decease  of  Sir  xTohn,  his  heirs,  &c.,  would  pay  her 
an  annuity  of  16/.  for  life.  And  it  was  provided,  that 
the  annuities  should  be  paid  by  half-yearly  payments, 
and  that  the  first  of  the  said  half-yearly  payments 
(except  as  therein  mentioned)  should  be  made  at  the 
expiration  of  six  calendar  months  next  after  his  decease. 
But  it  was  thereby  provided,  that  in  case  any  of  them, 
Sarah  Lavallin,  Robert  Bruce,  Eliza  Hellyer,  Sarah 
Palmer  afid  Elizabeth  Darner,  should,  at  any  time, 
remain  more  than  twenty-four  hours,  during  any  twelve 
months,  at  the  then  present  mansion-house  of  ^\v  John, 
then  and  in  such  case,  and  immediately  thereupon,  their 
annuities  should  cease. 


This  second  deed  was  executed  by  Sir  John  and  by 

one 
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one  of  the  trustees.    The  several  annuitants  were  Sir 
Johns  natural  children  and  their  mothers. 

Sir  John  made  his  will  in  June,  1851,  and  he  died  in 
December  following.  The  deeds  were  found  in  the  pos- 
.  session  of  Mr.  Norris,  the  successor  in  business  of 
Mr.  Witham,  the  family  solicitor  and  the  trustee  of 
the  deed  of  1838.  This  suit  was  instituted  by  Sarah 
Palmer  Benham  and  Eliza  Hellyer,  to  compel  pay- 
ment of  the  annuities.  The  annuitants  claimed  both  sets 
of  annuities,  but  this  was  resisted  by  the  testator's  heir 
and  the  other  parties  interested  in  his  estate,  on  the 
following  grounds : — First,  that  the  deed  of  1838  was 
voluntary,  and  had  not  been  executed  by  the  trustees 
and  annuitants  so  as  to  make  it  operate.  Secondly, 
that  it  had  not  been  finally  delivered  by  Sir  John,  but 
had  continued  in  the  possession  of  his  solicitor  as  an 
escrow.  Thirdly,  that  Sir  John,  when  he  executed  the 
deed  of  1831,  had  forgotten  the  existence  of  the  deed  of 
1838,  and  had  executed  the  second  deed  under  a  mis- 
take. Fourthly,  that  the  deed  of  1838  was  of  a  testa- 
mentary character,  and  had  been  revoked  by  the  will  of 
1851.  Fifthly,  that  one  set  of  annuities  were  substitu- 
tional for  the  other,  and  that  the  parol  evidence  proved, 
that  Sir  John  did  not  intend  to  give  double  portions. 
Sixthly,  that  the  deed  of  1838  was  revoked  by  the  deed 
of  1851,  and  by  the  will,  by  virtue  of  the  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s. 
27,  which  operated  as  an  execution  of  every  power  pos- 
sessed by  Sir  John,  and  amongst  them,  of  the  power  of 
revocation  reserved  to  him  by  the  deed  of  1838. 

Mr.  Baghhawe  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  jun.,  for  the 
Plaintifis;  and 

Mr.  Piggott,  Mr.  Speed  and  Mr.  Rodwell,  for  other 
annuitants.  First,  the  deed  of  1838  was  duly  executed 
by  Sir  John,  and  was  binding  on  him  and  his  repre- 

D  2  sentatives. 


1866. 


Palmbk 
Newell. 
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Palmer 

V. 

Newell. 


sentativeSy  Fletcher  v.  Fletcher  {a).  Secondly,  its  re- 
tention in  the  settlor's  custody  is  immaterial ;  Doe  d. 
Garnons  v.  Knight  {b);  Exton  v.  Scott  (c);  Hall  v. 
Palmer  (d).  But,  in  reality,  it  was  in  the  proper  cus- 
tody, viz.  in  that  of  Mr.  Witham,  one  of  the  trustees. 
Thirdly,  there  is  no  evidence  of  the  settlor  having  for-  • 
gotten  the  first  deed  when  he  executed  the  second ;  on  the 
contrary,  in  1846,  he  executed  a  deed  which  refers  to  the 
deed  of  1838.  Fourthly,  the  instrument  executed  in  1838 
is  a  deed,  and  is  not  and  does  not  profess  to  be  a  will. 
Fifthly,  parol  evidence  of  the  settlor's  intention  is  inad- 
missible ;  Hall  v.  Hill  {e)  ;  Spence  on  Equity  Jur,  (/) ; 
Hurst  V.  Beach  {g);  Lee  v.  Pain{h);  2  Taylor  on  Evi- 
dence(L)  But  these  annuities  are  cumulative  and  not 
substitutional.  The  doctrine  does  not  apply  to  deeds,  but 
merely  to  wills ;  and  if  it  did,  still  the  annuities  are  so 
dissimilar  in  quantity  and  quality  as  to  prevent  their 
being  cumulative,  even  in  the  case  of  a  testamentary 
gift.  One  set  are  charged  on  the  real  estate,  the  other 
are  mere  personal  charges,  the  trustees  are  different,  the 
amounts  are  not  the  same,  and  the  limitations  and 
restrictions  on  them  are  totally  different.  The  testator 
did  not  place  himself  in  loco  parentis,  and  as  to  some  of 
the  annuitants,  the  relation  between  them  and  the 
settlor  rendered  that  impossible.  Sixthly,  a  will  cannot, 
unless  by  express  terms,  operate  as  a  power  of  revoca- 
tion ;  this  was  settled  by  the  Lords  Justices  in  Pom- 
fret  V.  Perring  (A),  reversing  the  decision  of  this  Court. 


They  also  cited  2  Roper  on  Legacies  {I). 

Mr.  J.  H,  LaWf  for  the  trustees  of  the  deceased. 


(fl)  4  Hare,  67. 

(6)  5  Barn.  Sf  Cr.  671. 

(c)  6  Sim,  31. 
{d)  3  Hare,  5S2. 

(e)  1  Dru.  Sf  War,  94. 
(/)  Page  567. 


(g)  5  Marf.  351. 
(A)  4  Harey  p.  216. 
(i)  Pace  792. 
(k)  \S^Beav,6lS, 
(/)  Page  995. 
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Mr.  jR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Amphlett,  contra.  On  the 
6rst  and  second  points,  the  deed  was  voluntary,  and 
was  retained,  and  its  contents  were  never  communicated 
to  the  annuitants.  It  is  therefore  inoperative  ;  Naldred 
V.  Gilham{a)\  Btmghton  v.  Boughton{b)\  Birch  v. 
Blagrave{c)\  Brackenhury  v.  Brackenbury  {d) ;  Cecil 
V.  Butcher {e)\  Uniache  v.  Giles (f).  In  Exton  v.  Scott 
the  deed  was  for  valuable  consideration ;  and  in  Doe  d. 
Gamons  v.  Knight  the  delivery  was  found  by  the 
jury.  Thirdly,  it  is  proved  that  Sir  John  had  forgotten 
the  first  deed  when  he  executed  the  second.  Parol 
evidence  is  admissible  to  show  this,  for  the  Court,  to 
interpret  the  documents,  must  place  itself  in  precisely 
the  same  position  as  the  testator,  and  take  cognizance 
of  all  the  circumstances  under  which  the  second  deed 
was  executed.  Fourthly,  the  document  of  1838  was 
testamentary,  for  it  was  only  to  operate  on  death,  and 
it  contained  a  power  of  revocation ;  Rigden  v.  Vallier(g); 
Ward  V.  Turner  {h);  Tomhyns  v.  Ladbroke{i);  Ho' 
hergham  v.  Vincent  (A) ;  Master  man  v.  Maberley  (J) ; 
In  the  Goods  of  Knight  (iw);  The  Attorney- General  v. 
Jones  (n);  Thoroldy,  Thorold{o);  Williams  on  Execu- 
tors (p) ;  Acaster  v.  Anderson  (y).  Fifthly,  the  gifts  are 
substitutional.  The  settlor  placed  himself  in  loco  pa- 
rentis, this  Court  leaning  against  double  portions,  and 
the  latter  benefits  must  be  held  to  be  in  substitution 
or  satisfaction  of  the  former;  Trimmer  v.  Bayne(r); 
Pym  V.  Lockyer{s);    Powys  v.  Mansfield  {t)  \    Lady 

Thynne 

(a)  1  p.  Wmt.  577.  (/)  2  Hagg.  248. 

(6)  1  Atk.e2^.  (m)  Ibid.  554, 

(c^  Amb.  264.  (n)  3  Price,  368. 

(d)  2Jae.  if  W.  391.  (o)  1  EJiillimore,  1. 

ie)  Ibid.  505.  (p)  Parti.,  Book  2,  Chap.  2, 

(J  )  2  MoUoy,  257.  Sect.  3. 

ig)  2  Vei.sm.252.  (q)  19  Beav.  161. 

(A)  Ibid.iSl.  (r)  7  Ves.50S. 

(t)  Ibid.  591.  (s)  5  Myl.  4*  Cr.  29. 

{k)  2  Vts.iun.  238.  (0  3  Mjfl  4*  Cr,  359. 
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Thynne  v.  The  Earl  of  Glengall  (a) ;  Weall  v.  Rice  (ft) ; 
Booker  v.  Alkn{c)]  Lloyd  v.  Harvey  {d)]  Sheffield  v. 
TbeEarlof  Covew^y(c);  The  Earl  of  jDiirAaw  v.  Whar- 
ton(f);  Savage  v.- Carroll (g);  Linguen  v.  Souray{h). 
On  the  sixth  point  they  relied  on  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  27. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

With  respect  to  the  validity  of  the  first  deetl,  I  am 
disposed  to  send  that  question  to  be  tried  by  an  action 
at  law,  putting  the  heir  at  law  upon  terras  not  to  set 
up  any  outstanding  legal  estate.  I  should  not  do  so,  if 
I  thought  that  the  Plaintiff  had  failed  upon  the  other 
part  of  the  case,  and  that,  on  equitable  considerations, 
the  provisions  made  by  it  had  failed.  In  the  observa- 
tions, therefore,  which  I  am  about  to  make,  I  will 
assume  that  this  is  a  good  deed,  and  that  it  does  not 
operate  as  a  will.  On  that  assumption,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  there  has  been  no  revocation.  In  the  first  place,  I 
am  of  opinion,  that  the  second  deed  does  not  operate  as 
an  exercise  of  the  power  of  revocation  reserved  by  the 
first,  because  it  is  to  be  attested  by  two  or  more 
credible  witnesses,  and  the  second  deed  is  attested  by 
one  witness  only.  I  am  also  of  opinion,  that  Pomfret 
v.Perring  is  an  authority  showing,  that  although  a  will 
does,  by  virtue  of  the  statute,  operate  as  a  general 
exercise  of  all  powers  of  appointment,  yet  that  it  does 
not  operate  as  an  exercise  of  a  power  of  revoking  a 
previous  instrument.  That  decision  of  the  Lords  Justices 
is  binding  upon  me,  and  therefore  I  must  hold,  that  the 
will  did  not  operate  as  a  revocation  of  the  deed. 

Assuming, 


(a)  2H.X.  Cfl«.  131;  1  Keen, 
769. 

(b)  2  Rita.  4-  MyL  251. 

(c)  Ibid.  270. 
{d)  Ibid,  ZIO. 


(c)  Ibid.  317, 

(/•)  3  CI,  if  Fin.  146;  5  Sim. 
297. 

(g)  1  Ball  SfB.  265. 
(A)  Prec.  in  Ch.  400. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


39 


AssumiDg^  then,  both  deeds  to  be  subsisting,  the 
question  I  have  to  consider  is,  whether  they  confer 
double  portions  or  not.  I  will,  for  the  present,  exclude 
from  my  consideration,  whether  the  grantor  of  the  deed 
stood  in  the  position  of  a  parent  towards  the  objects  of 
his  bounty,  that  is,  whether  he  had  placed  himself  in 
locoparentis  towards  them.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that 
I  cannot  regard  the  evidence  which  has  been  given,  as 
to  the  intention  of  Sir  John  P.  JB,  Chichester  to  revoke 
the  first  deed,  and  to  grant  more  portions  than  one,  or 
as  to  whether  he  had  forgotten  the  first  deed.  It  appears, 
however,  to  me,  that  the  evidence  would  amount  to 
nothing  if  it  were  received ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  I 
cannot  receive  it.  I  adopt  the  conclusion  expressed  by 
Lord  St,  Leonards^  in  the  case  of  Hall  v.  Hill  {a), 
which,  I  think,  accurately  explains  the  principles,  and 
which  are  also  laid  down  by  Sir  James  Wigram,  in  the 
case  of  Lee  v.  Pain{b),  on  which  presumptions  of  law 
may  be  rebutted  or  fortified  by  parol  evidence,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  the  admission  of  parol  evidence,  for  the 
purpose  of  explaining  the  meaning  of  expressions  used 
in  a  deed,  in  giving  a  construction  to  it. 


1856. 


Then,  looking  at  the  two  deeds  by  themselves,  and 
excluding  the  consideration  of  Sir  John  JB,  Chichester 
being  in  the  situation  of  a  parent  towards  the  objects  of 
his  bounty,  I  find  none  of  the  usual  grounds  for  holding 
one  deed  to  be  in  satisfaction  for,  or  merely  a  repetition 
of,  the  former.  In  the  first  place,  by  the  first  deed  he 
creates  and  vests  in  trustees  a  term  in  certain  real  estates 
in  Montgomeryshire,  in  order  that  the  trustees  may  re- 
ceive the  rents,  and  thereout  pay  annuities  to  seven  per- 
sons, payable  on  the  25th  of  March  and  the  29th  of 
September.     By  the  second  deed,  he  covenants  with 

different 

(a)  1  Dru.  ^  War.  94.  (6)  4  Hare,  216. 
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diflTerent  trustees  to  pay  different  sums  of  money  to  five 
of  the  same  persons;  the  sums  not  only  vary  in  amount, 
but  in  several  other  different  respects.  Thus,  an  an- 
nuity of  a  particular  amount  is  to  be  paid  upon  a  parti- 
cular state  of  circumstances,  which  is  to  be  diminished 
by  a  certain  event  occurring,  and  to  be  diminished 
again,  and  to  cease  by  other  events  occurring.  [His 
Honor  here  observed  on  the  differences  in  the  other 
annuities,  and  proceeded:] — I  find,  therefore,  those  dis- 
tinctions which  this  Court  has  generally  relied  on  as 
material  in  cases  of  satisfaction  upon  wills,  to  show 
that  the  presumption  against  two  provisions  does  not 
arise.  This  case  is,  in  my  opinion,  strengthened  by  the 
circumstances  that  this  is  an  instance  of  gifls  by  two 
deeds,  and  not  by  will,  in  which  latter  case,  a  testator 
is  supposed  to  be  disposing  of  the  whole  of  his  property, 
and  distributing  it  amongst  the  different  objects  of  his 
bounty.  Where  a  person  executes  a  deed,  by  which  he 
gives  certain  annuities  to  seven  persons,  and  sometime 
afterwards  executes  another  deed,  by  which  he  gives 
certain  other  annuities  to  five  of  those  persons,  the  pre- 
sumption that  one  is  intended  to  be  in  satisfaction  or 
substitution  for  the  other,  appears  to  me  entirely  to  fail. 
Both  deeds  ought  to  have  their  full  legal  effect,  and  the 
settlor  must  be  taken  to  have  been  aware  of  the  exist- 
ence of  the  first  deed  when  he  executed  the  second. 


t  Now,  with  respect  to  Sir  John  P.  B.  Chichester  having 
placed  himself  in  loco  parentis  towards  these  parties,  I 
think  that  the  evidence  before  me  is  not  sufficient  to 
rebut  the  evidence  which  appears  upon  the  face  of  the 
two  deeds  themselves.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  three 
of  the  objects  of  his  bounty,  in  the  first  deed,  were 
persons  towards  whom  it  could  not  be  possible  for  him 
to  stand  in  loco  parentis.  The  observation  cannot  pos- 
sibly 


Palmer 

V. 
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sibly  apply  to  them,  though  it  may  apply  to  their  chil-  1866, 
dren.  There  were,  as  appears  from  the  evidence,  different 
motives  and  different  reasons  for  his  bounty  in  their 
favour.  He  considered  he  had  a  moral  obligation  to  Newell 
provide  for  those  persons,  who  had  been  living  with  him 
in  a  relation  to  which  it  is  not  now  necessary  more 
particularly  to  refer.  But  this  being  a  question  of 
intention,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  conceive  upon  what  fair 
principle  of  construction  I  can  properly  regard  his  inten- 
tions towards  some  of  the  annuitants  under  this  deed 
in  a  different  light  from  his  intention  towards  the  others, 
or  why  he  should  consider  the  mothers  of  these  children 
to  be  entitled  to  have  double  portions,  but  the  children 
themselves  to  single  portions  only.  As  the  presumption 
of  his  standing  in  loco  parentis  does  not  apply  to  the 
mothers,  it  appears  to  me  that  I  cannot  consider  it  to 
apply  to  the  children,  for  the  purpose  of  depriving  them 
of  one  of  these  annuities,  when,  upon  the  face  of  the  two 
instruments,  it  appears  to  me  that  he  intended  both  of 
them  to  take  effect. 

It  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  say  more  than  this : — 
that  I  do  not  consider  there  is  sufficient  to  rebut  that 
which  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  deed  itself;  I  studi- 
ously abstain  from  saying  anything  respecting  the  vali- 
dity of  the  first  deed  ;  but,  assuming  it  to  operate  as  a 
deed,  I  am  then  of  opinion,  that  the  annuitants  are  en- 
titled to  both  their  annuities. 
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DEVAYNES  v.  ROBINSON. 

Jan,  27. 

Cases  and  opi-  fTlHIS  bill  was  filed  by  some  of  the  parties  interested 

seTtaken  by"'  ^"  ^^^  estate  of  a  testator,  against  the  adiuinistra- 

tnistees,  as  trix  of  the  survivor  of  his  trustees,  and  others,  for  an 
sucli  merely,  -     ,  i    <•  i  •  « 

are  not  enti-     account  of  the  estate,  and  for  a  decree  against  the 

tied  to  protec-   assets  of  the  trustees  for  what  should  be  found  due 

tion  in  a  suit 

by  ihe  cestu'tt    from  them  in  respect  thereof  or  of  any  breach  of  trust 

aeain8t*the  committed  by  them,  or  of  any  loss  sustained  by  their 
trustees  or        delay  in  selling  the  real  estate,  which  the  testator  had 

tatTves.  '  directed  to  be  converted. 

The  same 
rule  applies  mi         i     •    •  •      •     i 

to  cases  and  The  admmistratnx  in  her  answer  stated,  that  she  re- 

bEhelh^e  '^embered  her  first  husband  (who  had  died  in  1846) 
when  the  De-  say,  that  he  was  a  trustee  of  the  will  of  the  testator; 
representative  ^^^>  ^'^^  ^'^^'  exception,  she  knew  nothing  whatever 
of  a  trustee)  of  the  matters  mentioned  in  the  bill,  till  some  time  in 
first  heard  of    ^^  about  the  month  of  Au(/U8t,  1849,  when  certain  ap- 

the  questions     plications  were  made  to  her;  and  she  insisted,  that  she 

raised  by  the      ' 

bill.  ought  not  to  be  required  to  produce  to  the  Plaintiffs 

any  of  the  cases  for  the  opinion  of  Counsel,  or  copies 
thereof  respectively,  mentioned  in  the  schedule  to  the 
answer,  the  cases  having  been  stated,  and  the  opinions 
taken,  either  by  the  trustees  or  by  her,  in  reference  to 
the  matters  in  question  in  the  suit,  and  in  anticipation 
of  the  pending  proceedings,  and  with  a  view  to  their  de- 
fence from  such  proceedings. 

One  of  them,  however,  was  dated  in    1841,  and  all 
the  others,  except  one,  were  before  August,  1849. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  CairnSy  contended  that  they 
ought  to  be  produced,  as  they  had  been  taken  by  the 
trustees,  as  such,  and  not  in  contemplation  of  litiga- 
tion, and  in  fact  could  not  have  been  intended  by  the 
administratrix  to  prepare  for  her  defence,  as  they  had 
been  taken  before  the  time  she  heard  of  the  questions 
Id  the  suit  being  raised. 

Mr.  Liiile,  contrct,  contended  that  the  cases  and  opi- 
nions were  privileged  ;  Brown  v.  Oahshott  (a) ;  Holmes 
v.Baddeley{b).  [The  Master  of  the  Rolls,— Do  you 
put  it  so  high  as  this : — that  the  trustee  who  has  taken 
an  opinion  on  the  part  of  his  cestui  que  trust,  and 
then  seeks  to  defeat  his  interest,  must  not  be  compelled 
to  produce  it,  because  it  was  taken  in  contemplation  of 
litigation.  I  think  all  the  cases  and  opinions  taken  by 
the  original  trustees  must  be  produced ;  but  as  to  their 
representatives  the  case  is  different,  for  they  may  have 
taken  tbero  to  defend  themselves.] 

Mr.  Follett,  in  reply.  The  Defendant  says  she  never 
heard  of  the  claim  before  August,  1849,  and  it  is  impos- 
lible  that  she  previously  prepared  her  defence  to  it. 

Tke  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  all  the  cases  and  opinions  must  be  produced, 
except  the  one  taken  in  or  since  August,  1849. 

(fl)  12  Beav,  252.  (6)  1  Phill,  476,  reversing  S.  C.  6  Beav,  621. 
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RIDLEY  V.  TIPLADY. 

Jan.  25,  27. 

The  Master  T)  Y  an  order  made  on  further  directions,  on  the  14th 
portel,  imder  of  July,  1862,  it  was  referred  back  to  the  Master 

the  provisions    to  continue  the  account  of  what  was  due  to  the  Plaintiff 
of  the  **  Mas- 
ters' in  Chan-   ^^  ^^e  security  of  the  deposit  of  the  title  deeds  of  certain 

eery  Alwhtion  premises,  directed  to  be  taken  by  the  decree  made  on 
VicLcSO),      the  original  hearing,  from  the  foot  of  his  report' dated 

uITabL^to  pro.  ^^^  2^^^  ^^  ^^y  ^^^^  ^^^^  '  ^"^  '^  ^^^  ordered,  that  the 
ceed  with  an  Plaintiff's  costs  of  suit  should  be  taxed,  that  the  pre- 
ence,  by  reason  "^'ses   should   be   sold,    with   the    approbation    of  the 

of  the  neglect    Master,  and  that  the  purchase-money  should  be  paid 

of  the  parties      .         ^ 

to  attend  his      into  Court. 

summons,  and 

the  neglect 

having  been  In  pursuance  of  this  order  of  the  14th  July,  1852, 

by^the°8oli-  ^"^  ^^  ^^^  '^^^f  ^^^f  ^"^  ^^^  sections  of  the  Masters'  in 
citorofthe  Chancery  Abolition  Act  (16  &  16  Vict.  c.  80),  the 
Court  directed  Master  made  his  report,  dated  the  13th  of  December, 
^h^^Wh^"^*  1864,  stating,  that  he  had  summoned  the  parties  to 
ceeded  with  in  attend  him,  to  take  his  directions  for  the  prosecution  of 
Rnd'"the"ciient  ^^^  order  of  reference,  and,  for  the  reasons  thereinafter 
undertaking  mentioned,  he  had  thought  fit  to  make  his  report;  and 
action  against"  ^^  found,  that  the  order  was  brought  before  him  on  the 
the  solicitor  in  2nd  of  November,  1852,  for  his  directions  as  to  its 
conductor  the  prosecution,  but  because  of  the  non-attendance  of  the 

suit,  it  also       Defendant,  it  was  allowed  to  stand  over  till  the  9th  of 

ordered  the  so-  ' 

licitor  to  pay     the  same  month,  when  the  Defendant,  who  had  then 

Mls'irr^  feS  attended,  was  directed  to  bring  into  the  Master's  office 

ficate,  and  of     all  the  deeds,  &c.,  in  his  custody  or  power  relating  to 

prLeedings!"    the  premises,  but  not  having  done  so,  the  Master,  at 

the  request  of  the  PlaintiflF,  by  his  certificate  dated  the 

24  th  ofNovember,l852,  certified  the  Defendant's  default. 

And 


Ridley 

V, 
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And  he  found,  that  on  the  4tb  of  December^  1852,  the        1855. 
Defendant  brought  in  the  deeds,  &c.,  and  that  on  the 
28th  of  January^  1853,  the  Plaintiff  obtained  leave  to 
inspect  them ;  but  that  neither  party,  though  repeatedly      Tiplady. 
summoned,  had  since  attended  him,  and  he  was  therefore 
unable  further  to  prosecute  the  order. 

The  Plaintiff  had  originally  employed  Mr.  Siainthorpe, 
a  country  solicitor,  whose  town  agent  was  Mr.  Wright, 
but  Mr.  Stainihorpe  having  died  in  December ,  1853, 
Mr.  Wright  had  since  acted  as  Plaintifl^s  solicitor  in 
the  suit. 

During  the  years  1853  and  1854,  both  before  and 
after  the  death  of  Mr.  Stainihorpe,  the  Plaintiff  fre- 
quently complained  to  Mr.  Wright  of  the  delay  in  the 
prosecution  of  the  order,  and  Mr.  Wright  alleged  various 
reasons  by  way  of  excuse.  At  one  time,  he  alleged, 
that  he  had  not  received  a  satisfactory  answer  from 
Mr.  Siainthorpe  ;  at  another,  that  he  could  not  procure 
an  appointment  with  the  Master ;  and  again,  that  the 
Master  refused  to  order  a  sale  of  the  property  till  a 
future  time,  when  he  considered  it  would  realize  a  larger 
price;  but  he  promised  to  expedite  the  business  as 
much  as  possible.  At  last,  on  the  12th  of  July,  1854, 
the  Plaintiff  wrote  to  Mr.  Wright,  requesting  an  ex- 
planation of  the  delay,  and  expressing  his  determination 
to  have  the  suit  brought  to  a  close,  or  to  know  why  it 
could  not  be  so  brought ;  and  having  received  no  answer, 
he  employed  another  solicitor,  between  whom  and  Mr. 
Wright  several  interviews  took  place  in  the  months  of 
Jtdy,  August^  Ocioher  and  November,  but  without  any 
satisfactory  result. 

The  Plaintiff  then  changed  his  solicitor,  and  now 
moved,  that  the  account  of  what  was  due  to  him  on  the 

security 
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1866.  security  of  the  deposit  of  title  deeds  of  the  premises 
directed  to  be  taken  by  the  decree  made  on  the  original 
hearing  from  the  foot  of  the  Master^s  report,  dated  the 
24th  of  May  then  last,  might  be  continued,  and  that 
the  premises  might  be  sold,  with  the  usual  directions, 
and  the  purchase-money  paid  into  Court,  and  that 
Mr.  Wrighty  the  former  solicitor,  might  be  directed  to 
pay  to  the  Plaintiff  the  costs  occasioned  by  his  neglect 
to  carry  on  the  suit,  and  of  the  Master*8  report,  and  of 
this  application. 

Mr.  Wrightf  by  his  affidavit,  stated,  that  his  costs 
for  conducting  the  suit,  as  agent  of  Stainthorpe,  had  not 
been  paid. 

Mr.  J,  H.  Palmer,  in  support  of  the  motion,  cited 
Walmsley  v.  Booth  (a). 

Mr.  Cracknell,  for  Mr.  Wright,  contended,  that  he 
was  under  no  obligation  to  proceed  with  the  suit,  so 
long  as  his  costs,  as  the  agent  of  Mr.  Slainthorpe,  re- 
mained unpaid ;  and  that  on  the  employment  by  the 
Petitioner  in  July,  1854,  of  the  new  solicitor,  Mr.  Wright 
virtually  ceased  to  be  his  solicitor. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  satisfied  that  there 
had  been  gross  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  solicitor  in 
proceeding  with  the  suit,  and  that  the  explanations 
ofiered  afforded  no  sufficient  excuse  for  his  conduct, 
which  could  not  be  permitted  to  operate  to  the  prejudice 
of  his  client  He  said  he  would  consult  the  Judges  of 
the  other  branches  of  the  Court  as  to  the  order  to  be  made 
upon  that  part  of  the  motion  which  related  to  the  prosecu- 
tion of  the  order  of  the  14th  of  July,  1852,  in  chambers; 

but 
(a)  2  Atkt/ns,  27. 
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but  in  the  meantime  his  opinion  was,  that  the  solicitor 
must  pay  the  costs  of  the  Master*s  report,  and  the  sub- 
sequent proceedings  thereon,  together  with  those  of  this 
application,  and  the  order  to  be  made  thereon. 


1855. 


7%e  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  had  not  had  time  '^'"*-  ^^• 
to  consult  the  Judges,  but  he  had  seen  the  Master  on 
the  subject,  and  the  result  was,  that  he  would  direct  a 
reference  to  chambers,  and  the  order  to  be  prosecuted 
there  before  the  Chief  Clerk.  And  the  PlaintiflF  under- 
taking not  to  bring  any  action  against  his  late  solicitor, 
Mr.  Wright,  in  respect  of  his  conduct  of  the  suit,  Mr. 
Wright  must  pay  to  the  Plaintiff,  John  Ridley,  and  the 
Defendants,  Robert  Tiplady  find  James  Robinson,  their 
costs  of  and  incident  to  the  Master's  certificate,  dated 
13th  o(  December,  1854,  and  also  of  this  application. 


SYMES  V.  MAGNAY. 

Jan.  24. 
TN  1841,  Sir  William  Magnay  effected  an  assurance  The  Plaintiff 

on  the  life  of  H,  M,     He  afterwards   incumbered 

the  policy,   and    notice    was   given    to   the   insurance 

office. 


H.  M.  died  in  1853,  and  an  action  was  brought  in 
the  name  of  Sir  William  Magnay  against  the  insurance 
company,  for  recovery  of  the  money  due  on  the  policy. 
The  insurance  company  thereupon  filed  this  bill  of 
interpleader  against  the  following  parties : — First,  Sir 
William  Magnay;   secondly,  Messrs.  Overerd  &  Co., 

who 


in  an  inter- 
pleader suit 
disallowed  the 
costs  of  pro- 
ceedings taken 
by  Iiim  in  the 
suit,  subse- 
quent to  his 
receiving 
notice  of  the 
withdrawal  of 
the  adverse 
claims. 
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1865.  who  claimed  as  iDCumbrancers ;  thirdly,  the  admiDis- 
trator  of  Rhys  JoneSy  who  claimed  as  subsequent  in- 
cumbrancer; and,  fourthly,  Paddon  and  his  children, 
who  set  up  a  claim  to  the  policy.  After  the  institu- 
tion of  the  suit,  the  sum  was  paid  into  Court,  and  the 
claim  of  Overerd  &  Co.  was  satisfied,  and  they  were 
dismissed.  Paddon  and  his  children  withdrew  their 
claim,  by  notice  to  the  office  on  th^  1 6th  of  June,  1854, 
and  the  action,  though  in  the  name  of  Magnay,  was  for 
the  benefit  of  the  administrator  of  Rhys  Jones.  The 
Plaintiff  nevertheless  served  Paddon  with  a  subposna  to 
hear  judgment,  and  brought  the  cause  to  a  hearing. 
The  cause  came  on  upon  a  motion  for  a  decree,  and  the 
only  question  was  as  to  the  costs. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Ferrers,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Folletty  tot  Paddon  and  his  children. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer,  for  Sir  William  Magnay^  and  the 
administrator  of  i2Ays  Jones,  argued,  that  there  was  no 
necessity  for  filing  the  bill,  and  that  the  proceedings 
ought  not  to  have  been  continued  after  the  adverse 
claims  had  been  withdrawn. 

Mr.  Roupell,  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  interpleader  suits,  the  usual  practice  is  for  the 
Plaintiff  to  obtain  the  costs  out  of  the  fund,  and  the 
contest  between  the  two  Defendants  is  then  put  in  a 
course  of  investigation,  and  the  one  in  the  wrong  ulti- 
mately pays  the  costs.  It  is  quite  a  modern  practice  to 
bring  a  bill  of  interpleader  to  a  hearing. 

I  am 
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I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  1856. 
proceeded  after  he  had  notice  that  Paddon  had  aban- 
doned his  claim.  I  am  at  a  loss  to  conceive  why 
Paddon  was  served  with  a  subpcsna  to  hear  judgment. 
I  think  the  costs  occasioned  thereby  must  be  paid  by 
the  Plaintiff.  As  to  the  other  costs,  an  application 
ought  to  have  been  made  by  the  Plaintiff  to  stay  the 
proceedings,  and  I  cannot  allow  him  any  costs  incurred 
after  notice  of  withdrawal  of  the  adverse  claims. 


NoTE.'See  Sivell  v.  Abraham,  8  Beav.,  598.    The  Sutton  Har- 
bour, &c.  Company  v.  Hitchens,  15  Beav.  161. 


THOMPSON  V.  DREW. 

Jan,  20. 
/\N  the  24th  of  December^   1853,  KnowleSy  being  a  mortgage 

^     indebted  to  Thompson  in  the  sura  of  33/.,  con-  ^««<l.?adeno 

^  '  provision  for 

veyed  to  him  certain  property.    The  deed  contained  a  mterett,  and 

proviso,  that  if  Knowles  paid  Thompson  that  sum   by  ther^y^M^^i 
quarterly  instalments  of  6/.,  the  conveyance  should  be  "P®"  payment 
void ;  but  if  he  made  default,  Thompson  might,  after  gum,  to  re- 
three  months'  notice,  sell  and  hold  the  proceeds,  in  trust,  *?"^^?'  ^'*^^' 
to  pay  himself  the  33/.,  and  after  payment  thereof,  in  gage  carried 
trust  for  Knowles,    Thompson  covenanted  with  Knowles,  "®  *°^*^*' 
at  any  time  before  such  sale  should  take  place,  on 
payment  of  33/.,  to  reconvey  the  premises,  and  Knowles 
covenanted  to  pay  the  33/. 

It  will  be  observed,  that  nothing  was  said  in  the  deed 
as  to  interest  on  the  33/. 

Default  was  made  in  payment,  and  this  was  a  claim 
filed  for  foreclosure. 

Mr.  i2.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Moxon  asked  for  interest 
VOL.  XX.  B  from 
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from  the  day   of  default.     They   cited  Farquhar  v. 
Morris  {a). 

Mr.  Toulmin,  contra.  No  iDterest  is  reserved  by  the 
deed,  and  the  mortgagee  positively  engages,  on  pay- 
ment of  33i  only,  to  reconvey  the  property.  No 
interest  is  dierefore  payable. 

Mr.  Selwyn,  for  another  party. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  this  deed  does  not  carry  interest.  There  is  an 
express  contract  to  reconvey  on  payment  of  33/. 

(fl)  7  Term  Rqt.  124. 


CHILD  V.  CHILD. 
Feb.  8,  17. 

TnnteeswcTB    TJY  a  settlement  made  in  1834,  on  the  marriage  of 

empowered,         Pj        ■•  >^ 

with  tbe  con-    ""^     Mr.  and  Mrs.  Childf  certain  funds  were  settled 

wife  to  l«id     ^"  ^^  usual  trusts,  and  power  was  thereby  given  to 
the  trurt  the  trustees,  with  the  consent  in  writing  of  Mrs.  Child, 

Swband.    The  "  *^  ^^^^  ^^^  whole  or  any  part  of  the  trust  monies," 

wife  autho-       fc^.,  at  interest,  payable  half-yearly,  after  the  rate  of  4L 
nzedanirome-  ,       ,  _,      „, .,  , 

diate  loan  of     per  centum  per  annum,  at  the  least,  unto  Mr.  Child, 

part,  and  of      u  upon  his  bills,  bonds,  notes,  or  other  good  and  approved 

at  such  times     security." 
88  the  husband 
might  require, 

b!!nd  covJ^*"         1°  ^/^'^'  ^^^'  *-^^  trustees  lent  Mr.  Child  1,650/. 

nanted  to  pay  of 

it  in  six 

months.     The 

money  was  not  called  in,  and  was  lost  by  the  insolvency  of  the  husband.    Held,  first, 

that  the  wife's  consent  could  not  be  given  prospectivelv ;  and,  secondly,  that  the 

trustees  were  not  bound  to  call  in  the  money  at  the  end  of  six  months. 
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of  the  trust  monies,  and  by  a  deed  then  executed,  Mrs. 
Child  consented  to  that  loan  to  Mr.  Child,  and  to  the 
loan  of  the  remaining  trust  monies,  at  such  times  and 
in  such  proportions  as  Mr.  Child  might  require.  Mr. 
Child  thereby  covenanted  to  repay  the  1,550/.  "  at  the 
expiration  of  six  calendar  months  from  the  date  on 
demand  thereof."  Further  sums  were  afterwards  ad- 
TEDced. 

The  money  was  not  called  in  at  the  expiration  of  the 
six  months,  and  it  was  lost  by  the  insolvency  of  Mr. 
Child. 

This  bill,  filed  by  Mrs.  Child,  sought  to  make  the 
trustees  responsible  for  the  loss. 

Mr.L/oycf  and  Mr.J9a^^aZ/ay,forthe  Plaratiff, argued, 
that  the  trustees  had  neglected  their  duty  by  not  calling 
in  the  money  at  the  end  of  six  months,  the  interest  not 
having  been  paid  ;  secondly,  that  the  trustees  could  not 
advance  to  the  husband,  on  a  prospective  consent. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  C.  Hall,  for  the  trustees, 
trgued  that  they  were  not  bound  to  call  in  the  money 
at  the  end  of  six  months. 

As  to  the  liability  of  the  trustees  to  the  wife  for  the 
past  income,  the  cases  of  Caton  v.  Hideout  (a)  ;  Bwhe- 
ridge  ▼.  Olasse  (6) ;  Beresford  v.  The  Archbishop  of 
Armagh  (c) ;  Howard  v.  Earl  Digby  (rf)»  were  referred 
to. 

Mr.  J.  H.  Palmer,  for  Mr.  Child. 

Mr. 

(fl)  1  Mac.  if  Got  599.  (c)  13  Sim,  643. 

(h)  Ctmg  t  Ph.  p.  137.  (1^)  2  Clark  i  Fin.  834. 

b2 
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Mr.  Lloyd  J  in  reply. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


Fth.  17.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  only  question,  upon  which  it  is  necessary  for  me 
to  give  any  decision,  on  the  present  occasion,  is,  what 
were  the  duties  of  the  trustees  with  respect  to  the 
1,550/.,  and  whether  it  was  incumbent  upon  them  to 
have  called  it  in  at  the  end  of  six  months,  and  I  am  of 
opinion  it  was  not. 

I  concur  in  the  observations  made  by  Mr.  Lloyds 
that  this  settlement,  which  allowed  the  money  to  be 
lent  to  the  husband  with  the  consent  of  the  wife,  did 
not  thereby  mean,  that  she  might  give  a  prospective 
consent  to  future  loans  to  be  thereafler  made,  but  that 
her  consent  was  necessary  to  each  particular  loan :  still 
she  was  able  to  consent  to  a  loan  to  the  husband  for  an 
indefinite  time,  and,  in  order  to  support  the  proposition, 
that  the  trustees  were  bound  to  call  in  this  fund  at  the 
end  of  six  months,  it  must  be  established,  that  the  wife 
consented  only  to  a  loan  for  that  period. 

It  is  very  material  to  observe  how  the  consent  was 
given  by  this  deed.  It  is  given  in  respect  of  all  future 
loans,  and  it  is  therefore  obvious,  that  that  consent, 
if  it  were  valid,  would  have  authorized  the  trustees, 
upon  calling  in  the  money  at  the  end  of  six  months,  to 
have  immediately  lent  it  to  the  husband  again.  Now, 
though  I  am  of  opinion  that  her  consent  could  not  be 
given  prospectively,  still  we  may  refer  to  the  nature  of 

the 
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the  consent  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what  was 
the  character  and  extent  of  it,  in  regard  to  this  particular 
loan ;  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  it  shews  clearly,  this 
was  not  a  consent  to  a  loan  for  six  months  only,  but  to 
a  loan  to  the  husband  generally  and  indefinitely. 

Fixing  of  a  period  of  six  months  for  payment  is 
analogous  to  the  ordinary  case  of  fixing  a  period  for 
the  payment  of  money  lent  on  mortgage,  where  six  or 
twelve  months  is  the  period  usually  appointed  for  that 
purpose,  and  the  estate  becomes  absolute  at  law  if  the 
money  is  not  then  repaid.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  this 
direction  and  covenant  to  pay  at  the  end  of  six  months 
meant  nothing  more,  and  that  it  would  be  a  sort  of  trap 
to  the  trustees,  if,  upon  a  transaction  of  this  description, 
it  were  to  be  held,  tiiat  with  the  consent  of  the  wife 
manifestly  for  a  longer  period,  they  were  liable  for  not 
having  called  in  the  money  at  the  end  of  six  months,  or, 
if  I  were  to  direct  an  inquiry,  whether  they  could  have 
effectually  called  it  in,  and  make  the  liability  of  the 
trostees  depend  upon  the  result  of  that  inquiry.  Upon 
that  point  I  am  in  favour  of  the  Defendants. 
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EDMONDS  r.  MILLETT. 

Feb,  9. 

A  testator  gave  npHE  testator  gave  his  real  and  personal  estate  to 
to  hii  son  the       I  ^  .     ,      ,  . 

option  of  trustees,  upon  trust,  as  to  his  one-sixth  share  m 

Lrte^Jt^ShTt  freehold  and  leasehold   in  Penpol,  and  his  share  and 

to  his  trustees    interest  in  the  manor  of  Lelant  and  Trevethow,  ^'at  some 

a  fair  and         ^^^  within  seven  years  after  his  decease,*'  to  offer  to 

reasonable        g^ll  and  convey  the  same  unto  his  son,  Hannibal  Cur- 
value."    Tlie  __.„  /^  ,        .  '  „ 

trustees  had      ^ow  Millet  t,  ''for  such  price  or  sum  of  money  as  to 

Evaluation       j^jg  trustees  "should  seem  a  fair  and  reasonable  value," 

made  which 

amounted  to      if  his  son,  Hannibal  Curnow  Millet t,  should,  within 

valuation  made  twelve  months  after  such  offer,  consent  to  purchase 

at  the  instance  the  same  at  such  price  or  sum.     And,  in  case  he  should 

interested  in      refuse  to  purchase  or  neglect  to  accept  the  same,  at 

*^®  Pj^^^u       ^^^^  price  and  within  twelve  months,  as  aforesaid,  then 

bv  one-third,     the  trustees  were  to  sell  and  hold  the  produce  on  cer- 

lield,  that  the  tain  trusts, 
trustees  hav- 
ing fixed  what 
they  consi- 
dered'<  a  fair        The  testator  died  on  the  13th  of  January^  1848,  and 

value/*^aving  ^^®  seven  years  would  therefore  expire  on  the  13th  of 

authority  to      January^  1855.    The  Plaintiff,  being  interested  in  the 
do  so,  it  was  ,  ......  •  i  i 

incumbent  on    purchase-money,  mstituted  this  suit,  stating  that  the 

the  Plaintiff      trustees  had  not  offered  the  property  for  sale  as  directed 

to  shew  that      ,       ,         .  .  . 

it  was  fraudu-    by  the  will,  and  praying  for  the  administration  of  the 

to  ^Vevent  the   ^^^^  ^^^  personal  estate.    The  cause  having  come  on 
son's  pur-         before  the  expiration  of  the  seven  years,  it  was  ordered 
1  Joo/f  *         ^^  stand  over,  to  enable  the  trustees  to  give  to  the  De- 
fendant, Hannibal  Curnow  Milletty  the  option  of  pur- 
chasing the  property. 


The  trustees  had  a  valuation  made  of  the  property, 

which 
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which  amounted  to  1,600/.    The  valuation  on  the  other 
side  amounted  to  500/.  more. 

Mr.  T.  C.  Thompson,  for  the  Plaintiff,  asked  that,  as 
the  valuatiouB  differed,  another  survey  might  be  made 
or  an  umpire  appointed. 

Mr.  Folleti  and  Mr.  Smale,  for  the  trustees.  It  is 
Dotorioufl  that  valuers  never  agree,  but  the  trustees  have 
had  a  valuation  made  which  is  not  impeached,  and  which 
they,  in  their  discretion,  consider  '^a  fair  and  reasonable 
value,"  at  which  to  offer  the  property  to  H.  C  MiUeti. 

Mr,  MoupeU,  for  H.  C.  MiUett,  asked  a  delay  of  a 
jear  to  exercise  his  option  of  pprchasing. 

Mr.  Thompson,  in  reply,  asked  for  time  to  impeach 
the  valuation. 

The  Mabtsb  ofii»  Rojlls. 

I  think  that  if  the  executors  have  6zed  what  they 
consider  **  a  fair  and  reasonable  value,"  having  authority 
to  do  so,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  Plaintiff  to  shew  it  is 
fiaudulent,  I  cfiqnot  give  the  Plaintiff  any  further  op- 
portupity  to  impeach  it. 

Decide  that  ihis  is  the  offer  which  H.  C.  Milkti 
is  bound  to  accept  or  refuse,  and  direct  the  usual 
accounts. 
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Jan.  23, 24,29.  CARRODUS  V.  SHARP. 

Feb.  15. 

In  the  absence  TN  August,  1853,  the  PlaintiflF,  Carrodus,  being  en- 
rtipulation,  the        titled  to  the  lease  of  a  mill,  called  Beckfort  Mill, 

expenses  and     agreed  to  assign  it  to  the  Defendant  Sharp.    The  lease 

outgoings  of        ®       ^  ®  ^  '^ 

property  sold     contained  a  covenant  against  assignment  and  under- 

by"the  ven-™^  letting,  without  the  consent  of  the  lessor,  which  consent 
dors,  down  to  the  Plaintiff  undertook  to  obtain,  and  a  covenant  to  keep 
the  purchaser  ^^  premises  in  repair.  The  contract  also  provided,  that 
could  pru-  the  machinery  and  effects  should  be  valued  by  a  person 
possession,  t.  e.  named  and  taken  by  the  Plaintiff  at  that  valuation. 
toe"when  a  ^^^^^  ^^''^  afterwards  valued  at  707/.  Differences  took 
good  title  was  place  after  long  communications  between  the  parties. 
The  validity  ^°^  ultimately,  in  November^  1853,  the  Defendant  having 
of  a  leasehold  denied  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  specific  performance,  the 
on  the  lessor's  vendor,    on  the  30th    of   November,  1863,  filed  this 

assent  to  the     claim  for  specific   performance.     A  decree  was  made 

assignment  '^  ^ 

The  assent  was  in  February,  1854,  when  a  reference  was  made  as  to 

not  given  until  4;xi^ 

after  suit  by       ^*"^- 

vendor.   Held, 

must  bear  the        ^^^  principal  point  in  contest  was,  when  the  lessor  had 

rent,  rates,        given  an  unqualified  assent  to  the  assignment,  and  both 

goings,  down    the  Chief  Clerk  and  the  Court  came  to  the  conclusion, 

the  aawnt  and  ^°  ^^  examination  of  the  evidence,  that  such  assent  had 

on  the  other      not  been  given  until  the  Ist  of  December,  1854. 
hand,  that  the 
purchaser  must 

froni  ithaTSne.      There  was  some  evidence  to  shew,  that  a  beam  or  some 

A  purchaser,  timbers  which  were  old  were  decaying,  and  some  flags 
who  had  alto- 
gether denied  ^^ 
the  vendor's 

right  to  a  specific  performance,  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  suit,  instituted  by  the  vendor 
for  that  purpose  down  to  the  hearing,  although  the  title  was  not  finally  completed 
until  after  the  decree. 
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OD  the  pavement  or  floor  seemed  to  be  in  an  unsatisfac-        1866. 
toiy  state^  but  this  was  waived  by  the  lessor. 

The  claim  now  came  on  for  further  consideration. 
The  questions  remaining  to  be  decided  related  to  the  ex- 
penses and  outgoings  of  the  mill,  the  repairs  and  sus- 
tentation  of  the  premises  and  machinery,  the  interest 
on  the  amount  of  the  valuation  of  the  machinery,  &c. 
aod  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Amphlett,  for  the  Plaintifi*. 

Mr.  i2.  Palmer  and  Mr.  J.  V,  Prior ^  for  the  Defend- 
ant 

Mr.  Roupell^  in  reply. 

Lang  v.  Collier  (a)  \  Monro  v.  Taylor  (J)  ;  Peers  v. 
Smeyd  (c)  ;  Harris  v.  Jones  (rf) ;  Gutteridge  v.  Mun^ 
yard{e),  were  cited;  and  see  Sag.  Concise  View{f); 
wad  Robertson  v.  Shelton  {g). 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls  postponed  giving  his  judg« 
meat 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  jan.  29. 

The  questions  remaining  to  be  decided  relate  to  the 
expenses  and  outgoings  belonging  to  the  mill,  and  to 

the 

(•)  4  Hiifi.  269.  (e)  1  Mood.  ^  R.  173 ;  7  Car. 

(b)  8  flare,  61;    3  Mac.  *     *  P.  129. 

Oor.  713.  (/)  Page  491 ;  and  Dart.  329. 

(r)  17  Bmv.  151.  (g)  12  Beav.  260. 
(1^)  1  Mood.  4  R.  173. 
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1855.       tbe  repairs  and  sustentation  of  th^  premises  and  the 

^'^^>^^^      machinery  there^  and  the  costs  of  tbe  suit. 
Carrodus 
«. 
SlwARf.  They  all,  I  think,  in  a  great  measure,  dep^pd  on  the 

sapae  question,  which  is  this : — from  what  time  is  the 
Defendant  to  be  treated  as  the  purchaser  of  the  niUl  ? 
In  the  absence  of  any  express  contract  on  the  subject, 
th^  principle  on  which  this  questiop  depends  is  this : — 
At  what  time  could  the  purchaser,  acting  prudently, 
have  taken  possession  of  the  premises  sold?  Up  to 
that  time  the  expenses  and  outgoings  must  be  borne 
by  the  vendor,  and  from  that  time  they  fall  upon  the 
purchaser.  Although  thi^  is  not  universally  true,  yet 
usually  this  inquiry  is  answered,  by  considering  at  what 
time  a  good  title  was  first  shewn,  it  being  commonly 
clear  that  no  purchaser  can  prudently  take  possession 
of  what  he  has  contracted  to  buy,  until  he  is  satisfied 
that  he  will  be  able  to  retain  possession  of  it,  or,  in  other 
words,  until  a  good  title  is  shewn.  The  first  shewing 
of  a  good  title,  however,  may  depend  on  a  slight  circum- 
stance, evidence  of  which  could  always  have  been  fur*F 
nished,  if  required,  but  which  was  not  done,  because 
some  other  matter,  which  was  the  real  point  of  contest 
between  the  parties,  and  which  has  been  ultimately 
decided  against  the  purchaser. 

In  this  case,  my  certificate  shews,  that  a  good  title 
was  first  shewn  on  the  Ist  of  December,  1854.  I  have 
read  through  the  affidavit*^,  and  attended  carefully  to 
the  arguments  of  Counsel,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
whether  the  Defendant  could  prudently  have  taken  pos- 
session of  the  premises  before  that  time ;  and  the  solution 
of  this  question,  in  my  opinion,  depends  on  whether  the 
lessor  had  assented  to  the  assignment  of  the  lease  to  the 
Defendant,  for  the  lease  to  the  Plaintiff  contained  a 
condition,  that  he  was  not  to  assign  without  the  consent 

in 
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in  writing  of  the  lessor.  [His  Honor  examined  the  Igg5 
evidenoe  minutely,  and  then  stated  the  conclusion  to 
irhich  he  bad  arrived  as  follows:]^!  am  of  opinion, 
that  no  such  assent  was  communicated  to  the  Defend-  Sbarf. 
ant,  as  would  have  enabled  him  to  take  possession  of 
the  mill,  with  ft  reasonable  security  that  he  would  be 
able  to  continue  in  possession  of  it,  until  the  Ist  of 
December^  1854.  In  fact,  I  think  that  this  question  is 
concluded  by  the  certificate,  and  that  if  it  had  been 
previously  shewn  to  the  Defendant  that  the  lessor  would 
have  assented  to  a  simple  end  unconditional  asaign«- 
aient  to  him  of  the  Plaintiff's  lease,  there  being  no 
question  between  the  parties  beyond  this,  a  good  title 
would  have  been  shewn  and  the  matter  settled  between 
the  parties;  subject, however, to  some  question  respecting 
eompensatioo  for  dilapidations. 

The  result  is,  that  in  my  opinion,  the  Plaintiff  will 
have  to  pay  the  outgoings  incidental  to  the  lease  of  the 
mill  up  to  the  1st  of  December ^  1854. 

With  respect  to  the  dilapidations,  it  appears  to  me, 
opon  the  evidence,  that  some,  though  not  a  considerable, 
repair  is  required,  for  the  purpose  of  putting  the  mill 
into  tenantable  repair,  and  to  comply  with  what  is  re- 
quired by  the  landlord ;  I  refer  to  the  evidence  with 
regard  to  the  beam  in  the  mill  and  some  flags  on  the 
pavement.  On  this  part  of  the  subject,  I  trust  that  the 
parties  will  have  the  good  sense  to  come  to  an  agree- 
ment as  to  the  payment  of  a  small  sum,  otherwise  it 
must  be  ascertained  by  the  Chief  Clerk. 

With  respect  to  the  machinery,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  Defendant  must  pay  the  707/.,  the  amount  of  the 
valuation,  but  that  he  is  not  liable  to  pay  any  interest 
on  that  sum  down  to  the  1st  of  December^  1854. 

I  am 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

I  am  of  opinioD  that  the  Defendant  must  pay  the 
costs  of  the  suit  up  to  and  including  the  hearing,  as  it 
was  occasioned  by  his  resisting  a  decree  for  specific 
performance,  which,  in  my  opinion,  he  was  not  entitled 
to  do  (a) ;  but,  since  that  period,  the  parties  appear  to 
me  to  have  mutually  claimed  what  they  were  not  entitled 
to,  and  I  shall  therefore  give  no  subsequent  costs  on 
either  side. 

There  will  therefore  be  a  decree  directing  an  assign- 
ment of  the  lease ;  the  Defendant  must  pay  the  707/., 
with  interest  thereon  from  the  ist  of  December,  1854, 
together  with  the  rent,  rates  and  taxes,  and  other 
outgoings  of  the  mill  and  machinery,  and  the  preserva- 
tion thereof,  since  the  1st  of  December,  1854.  The 
Plaintiff  will  have  to  bear  them  down  to  that  date,  and 
must  pay  a  sum  to  be  arranged  or  ascertained  in  respect 
of  the  dilapidations  of  the  mill.  The  Defendant  must 
also  pay  the  Plaintiff  the  costs  of  suit  up  to  and  in- 
cluding the  first  hearing. 

(a)  Scoona  v.  Morrell,  1  Beav,  251. 
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Dec.  14. 
GRIFFIN  V.  CLOWES.  1866. 

March  2. 

T>Y  indentare,  dated  the  10th  of  May,  1843,  Griffin  i4.  mortgaged 

•^    mortgaged  some  freeholds  to  the  Defendants,  th^Suitees, 

Alexander  Davis,  Emilia  Davis,  and  Collingridge,  for  B.,  C.  and  D. 

securing  600/.    This  sum  was  part  of  monies,  of  which  after,  B.  who 

Alexander  Dams,  Emilia  Davis,  and  Collingridge  were  ^**.*  solidtor, 

trustees,  and  by  the  deed  they  were  declared  to  be  hands  a  sum 

entitled  thereto  "  on  a  joint  account."  SfJ^^ 

proposed  to  lay 
it  out  on  a 
In  1849,  Collingridge,  who  was  a  solicitor,  had  in  his  transfer  of  the 

hands  a  sum  of  600/.  belonging  to  a  client,  the  Defend-  "^'^^  "® 

aot  Clowes.     Collingridge,  without  the  knowledge   of  transfer,  which 

bis  co-trustees,  gave  notice  to  Griffin  to  pay  off  the  by*^."^*  and 

mortgage,  and  he  prepared  a  transfer  thereof  to  Clowes.  (J.»but  not  by 

D.,  and  a 
receipt  for  the 

By  this  deed,  dated  the  27th  of  June,  1849,  in  con-  »,gncd  byV 

sideration  of  a  sum  of  600/.  therein  stated  to  be  paid  ??^  ^-  *^°"®- 

No  money  was 
by  Clowes  to  Alexander  Davis,  Emilia  Davis,  and  ever  paid,  and 

CoUingridge,  they   purported  to  convey,   and    Griffin  ^Vh,!^!*'^ 

confirmed,  the  property  to  Clowes,  subject  to  a  new  vency.   Held, 

proviso  for  redemption,  on  payment  of  600/.  and  interest,  alleged'transfer 

and  Griffin  covenanted,  in  the  usual  form,  to  pay  that  *<>  ^  ^a« 

•^  '        r  /  ineffectual,  the 

80  DQ.  consideration 

not  having 
actually  been 
This  deed,  being  executed  by  Griffin  and  by  Colling-  paid,  and  that, 

ridge,  Collingridge,  in  August,  1860,  representing  the  j^TJE' i?-'' 

money  was  about  to  be  paid  off,  obtained  the  signature  operative  both 

of  Emilia  Davis  to  this  deed,  but  Alexander  Davis  re-  mo^gor  and 

fused  to  execute  it  until  payment  and  reinvestment  of  *^®  ^""^  *™"" 

the  600/.,  and  it  was  never  executed  by  him.     A  receipt 

for  600/.  was  indorsed  on  this  deed,  which  was  signed 

by 


Griffin 

V. 
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1854.        by  Collingridge  and  Emilia  Davis  only.     Collingridge. 
never  paid  over  any  part  of  the  500/.,  and  it  was  lost 
by  his  insolvency.     The  deeds,  thus  imperfect,  were 
C&owBi^      handed  over  by  him  to  Clowes^  who  received  interest  on 
the  mortgage  down  to  December ,  1861. 

In  September^  1853,  Griffin  filed  this  bill  against 
Clowes  and  the  three  trustees,  stating  the  difficulties  in 
obtaining  a  reconveyance,  and  praying  to  redeem,  on 
payment  of  what  was  due  on  the  indenture  of  1849,  and 
to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  proceedings  at  law  to 
recover  the  money.  Collingridge  had  gone  out  of  the 
jurisdiction. 

By  the  decree  an  account  was  directed  of  what,  if 
anything,  was  due  to  the  Defendants,  or  any  or  either 
of  them,  on  the  security  of  the  indentures  of  1843  and 
1849,  or  either  of  them. 

The  Chief  Clerk  certified,  that  500/.  was  due  to  the 
Defendants  Alexander  Davis,  Emilia  Davis,  and 
Charles  Collingridge,  on  a  joint  account,  on  the  security 
of  the  deed  of  1845,  with  interest  from  December,  1851. 

Dec.  14.  A  motion  was  now  made  by  Clowes,  that  the  certifi- 

cate might  be  varied,  by  introducing  a  statement  that 
the  500/.  and  interest  were  due  to  Clowes  on  the  deed 
of  1849. 

Mr.  jRoupell  and  Mr.  Hemming,  in  support  of  the 
motion,  argued,  that  in  these  transactions  Collingridge 
was  the  solicitor  of  the  trustees  as  well  as  of  Clowes, 
and  that  he  had  full  authority  to  act  for  them  in  the 
matter ;  that  Alexander  Davis  was  bound  to  execute  the 
deed  of  1849,  because  having  authorized  Collingridge 
to  act  for  him,  his  receipt  therefore  bound  him.     Here 

there 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

there  waft  the  re<!eipt  for  the  money  not  only  of  Colling- 
ridge,  but  of  Emil  a  Davis,  vi  hich  evidenced  the  passing 
of  the  consideration ;  and  that  payment  to  one  of  several 
joint  tenants  was  a  valid  payment;  for  it  was  not 
necessary,  even  at  law,  to  allege  an  authority  for  one 
out  of  three  joint  tenants  to  receive  a  joint  demand ; 
Wallace  Y.KeUall  {a). 

They  argued,  further^  that  the  possession  of  the  deed 
by  CoUingridge  authorized  his  receipt  of  the  money ; 
Sir  John  Wolstenholm  v.  JDavies  (b) ;  Abbington  v* 
Ormelc).  That  the  deed  of  1849  was  not  a  transfer 
but  a  new  mortgage  deed,  and  that  by  the  bill  itself  the 
Plaintiff  offered  to  pay  what  was  due  on  that  deed  of 
1849.  That  Clowes,  who  was  a  purchaser  for  valuable 
consideration,  could  not  be  compelled  to  part  with  the 
title  deeds^  or  to  reconvey  the  property  until  he  had 
received  payment  of  what  he  had  advanced.  They 
argued  also,  that  the  other  side  were  bound  by  laches, 
negligence  and  acquiescence. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  substance,  said,  that 
there  had  been  no  payment  of  the  500/.  to  CoUingridge, 
on  behalf  of  the  trustees,  but  a  mere  retainer  in  his 
bands  of  so  much  of  Clowes's  money.  That  CoUingridge 
had  executed  and  had  got  Emilia  Davis  to  execute  the 
deed,  but  that  Alexander  Davis  had  refused  to  do  so 
until  payment.  That  it  appeared  to  him,  therefore,  to 
have  remained  an  escrow  in  the  hands  of  CoUingridge, 
Clowes s  agent;  and  that,  although  it  was  hard  upon 
Clowes,%\\\\  he  must  be  the  loser,  in  consequence  of  the 
acts  of  his  agent. 

Confirm 

W  7  Mce,  i  WeU.  264.  (c)  1  Eg.  Ca.  Ah.  145. 

(6)  FreemanU  C.  C.  289. 
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1854. 


1855. 

March  2, 
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Confirm  the  certificatei  and  refuse  the  motion  with 
costs. 


The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  directions  and  as 
to  costs. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  T.  H.  Terrell,  for  the  Plain- 
tiffy  asked  for  the  usual  decree  for  redemption,  on  pay- 
ment of  the  500/.  and  interest  to  the  three  trustees  ;  for 
the  delivery  up  of  Clowes* s  mortgage  to  be  cancelled ;  for 
an  injunction  against  proceedings  at  law  on  it;  and  that 
Clowes  might  pay  the  costs  of  suit.  They  cited  Young 
V.  White  (a)  \  Young -v.  Guy{b). 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Hemming^  for  Clowes,  in  addition 
to  the  former  argument,  added,  that  the  bill  did  not  ask 
for  the  cancellation  of  the  deed  of  1849,  but  treated  it 
as  valid,  and  sought  relief  in  respect  of  one  only  of 
the  two  deeds  and  debts.  That  the  covenant  of  Griffin, 
in  the  second  deed,  was  valid,  though  not  executed  by 
the  covenantees;  Soprani  v.  Skurro(c);  that  the  deed 
ought  not  to  be  delivered  up  or  cancelled,  nor  ought 
the  covenantee  to  be  restrained  from  enforcing  his  legal 
remedies. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Shebbeare,  for  Alexander  and 
Emilia  Davis. 

Mr.  A.  jET.  Welch,  for  another  party. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  I  must  give  effect  to  my  deci- 
sion upon  the  motion  to  vary  the  certificate,  which  I 

have 
(a)  7  Bam.  506.         (6)  8  Beav.  147.        (c)   Yelverton,  18. 
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have  coDfirmedi  and  the  only  question  is,  in  what  mode 
ought  that  to  be  done  ?  I  think  that  the  Counsel  for 
Mr.  Clowes  do  not  adopt  the  view  I  then  took,  when 
they  speak  of  two  debts.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  in  this 
case,  there  are  not  two  debts. 


1865. 


I  must  treat  the  case  thus : — as  if  the  owner  of  an 
estate  had  executed  and  delivered  to  Mr.  Clowes^  a  deed 
similar  to  that  of  1849,  in  consideration  of  500/.,  ex- 
pressed to  have  been  paid  by  Mr.  Clowes^  and  that  he 
had  never  paid  the  money.  My  decision,  in  point  of  fact, 
is,  that  he  never  did  pay  the  money, — that  he  had  in- 
trusted money,  some  time  before,  to  Mr.  Collinridge, 
and  expected  he  would  pay  it  over,  but  that,  in  fact, 
Mr.  Collinridge  never  did  pay  it;  so  that  Mr.  Clowes 
has  never  paid  the  money,  and  it  never  came  to  the 
hands  of  the  persons  to  whom  he  intended  it  to  be  paid. 
Consequently,  it  must  be  looked  at  in  the  same  way  as 
if  a  mortgagor  had  executed  a  mortgage  deed  in  favour 
of  a  mortgagee  for  500/.,  with  the  usual  covenant  to 
pay,  and  had  delivered  the  deed  to  him,  but  the  mort- 
gagee having  got  possession  of  the  deed,  had,  in  fact, 
never  paid  the  money. 

It  is  true  there  is  this  distinction,  that  the  case  sup- 
posed could  scarcely  have  occurred  without  some  sus- 
picion of  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagee,  and  that 
there  is  no  fraud  of  any  sort  existing  in  this  case,  ex- 
cept that  committed  by  Collinridge. 

The  question  really  is,  which  of  the  innocent  parties 
is  to  bear  the  loss?  and  I  apprehend,  that,  in  the  case  I 
have  stated,  the  equity  would  be  very  clear,  and  that 
this  Court  would  not  allow  the  mortgagee,  who  had 
not  paid  the  money,  to  bring  an  action  on  the  covenant, 
because  he  would  recover  at  law,  for  the  covenantor 

VOL.  XX.  F  could 


66  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1856.  could  not  raise  the  question^  whether  the  coDsideratioD 
money  had,  or  not,  been  paid ;  the  deed  would  be  con- 
clusive evidence  upon  that  subject,  in  a  Court  of  Law. 
But  it  is  clear  that  in  equity,  if  no  money  had  been 
paid,  this  Court  would  not  allow  the  covenantee  to 
sue  the  covenantor  for  the  amount,  nor  would  it  allow 
him  to  retain  the  legal  estate  conveyed  to  him  by  a 
deed,  the  foundation  and  validity  of  which  would  here 
depend  upon  payment  of  a  sum  of  money,  and  which 
had  not  been  paid. 

I  think,  therefore,  after  some  hesitation  upon  the 
subject,  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that  the  form  of 
the  relief  asked  by  the  prayer  is  correct,  and  that  there 
ought  to  be  an  injunction  against  suing  upon  the  cove- 
nant, and  a  reconveyance  of  the  estate  by  both  De- 
fendants. That  will  render  the  delivery  up  of  the  deed 
unnecessary. 

Mr.  Clowes  must  pay  the  costs  of  suit. 
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WORTH  INGTON  v.  WIGINTON.  March  lo,  12. 

Aprd  21. 
rpHE  testator,  William  Webb,  having  invested  monies  To  constitute 

of  his  own  in  the  joint  names  of  himself  and  his  concludedelec- 
wifc,  Sinrah  Webb,  in  the  purchase  of  3/.  per  Cent.  Con-  tion,  there 
soudated  Bank  Annuities,  amounting  m  the  whole  to  Wearproof 

2,665/.  6*.  Id.,  made  his  will  on  the  18th  of  August,  that  tte  person 
'  '  ^      '  was  aware  of 

1832,  and  be  thereby  gave  two  freehold  houses  in  Arthur  the  nature  and 

Street,  Middlesex,  to  his  wife,  for  her  separate  use,  for  rflhte-^and" 

life,  and  after  her  decease,  to  his  daughter  Mary  Worth--  secondly,  that 

ingUm,  then  the  wife  of  the  Plaintiff,  Thomas  Worthing-  know^ge,  he 

Um,  for  life,  for  her  separate  use,  and  after  her  decease,  intended  to 

to  her  children ;  but  if  his  daughter  should  die  without      a  testator, 

leaving  issue  of  her  body  her  surviving,  and  if  the  ^^'J?^*"" 

Plaintiff  should  survive   her,  then   he  gave  the  two  of  money  in 

bouses  to  the  Plaintiff  in  fee.  jobt^'am^'of 

himself  and 
The  testator  next  bequeathed  several  leasehold  houses,  J!'  T^^l^  ^J^® 
iD  Howards  Green  and  Devonshire  Street,  Middlesex,  and  leasehold 
to  his  wife,  for  life,  and  proceeded  thus:—"  I  also  give  ihl"l^ecific 
and  bequeath  unto  my  said  dear  wife,  SaraA  Webb,  all  stock  to  her 
my  stock  and  monies  in  the  funds,  now  consisting  of  remainders 

2,665Z.6».  Irf.,  3Z.  per  Cent.  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  over,  and  he 

appomted 
and  all  and  every  other  such  sum  and  sums  of  money,  her  his  sole 

in  the  same  or  any  other  funds,  as  I  may  be  possessed  **g^y*"*  fjl 

of  gatee.  The 
wife,  after 
her  husband's  death,  had  the  stock  transferred  into  her  own  name,  and  did  not  include 
it  in  the  estimate  for  the  purposes  of  probate.  Sh  *  recovered  debts  as  executrix, 
occupied  one  of  the  houses,  and  enjoyed  the  rents  of  the  estates,  and  on  her  second 
psrnage,  she  transferred  the  stock  into  the  names  of  herself  and  of  another  person, 
in  trust  for  herself  for  life  for  her  separate  use,  and  then  as  she  should  appoint  by 
win.  She  died  sixteen  years  after  the  testator,  and  it  was  found  by  the  Master,  that 
it  would  have  been  greatly  to  her  disadvantage  to  have  elected  to  take  under  the  will. 
Held,  nevertheless,  that  she  had  elected  so  to  take. 
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of  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  my  said  dear  wife,  Sarah 
Webb,  to  receive  and  take  the  interest  and  dividends 
thereof,  from  time  to  time,  to  and  for  her  own  sole  and 
separate  use  and  benefit,  for  and  during  the  term  of 
her  natural  life.  And  from  and  after  the  decease  of  my 
said  dear  wife,  Sarah  Webb,  then  I  give,  devise  and 
bequeath  all  and  singular  my  said  leasehold  messuages 
or  tenements,  situate  in  Howard's  Green  and  Devon-- 
shire  Street  aforesaid,  and  all  my  stocks,  funds  and 
securities,  as  aforesaid,  and  the  rents,  profits  and  in- 
terest thereof,  in  the  same  manner,  and  for  the  same 
ends,  intents  and  purposes,  and  to  be  sold  and  disposed 
of  as  my  said  two  freehold  messuages  or  tenements 
in  Arthur  Street  aforesaid,  to  and  for  the  use  and  bene- 
fit of  my  daughter,  Mary  Worthington,  her  husband, 
Thomas  Worthington,  and  their  child  and  children  as 
aforesaid.  I  give  and  bequeath  all  the  rest,  residue  and 
remainder  of  my  estate  and  effects  whatsoever  and 
wheresoever,  and  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  unto 
my  said  wife,  Sarah  Webb'' 


The  testator  appointed  his  wife  sole  executrix  of  his 
will. 

The  testatpr,  after  the  date  of  his  will,  invested  a 
further  sum  of  his  own  in  the  purchase  of  50/.  3/.  per 
Cent.  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  in  the  joint  names 
of  himself  and  his  wife,  making  in  all  2,705/.  5^.  \d.\ 
and  he  died  on  the  26th  of  November,  1832. 


Mrs,  Webb,  the  widow,  proved  the  will,  in  March, 
1833,  and,  in  the  June  following,  she  transferred  the 
stock  standing  in  the  joint  names  of  the  testator  and 
herself  into  her  own  name,  and,  by  purchases  in  her 
own  name,  previously  to  August,  1843,  she  increased 
the  stock  to  the  sum  of  3,395/. 

Mrs. 
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Mrs.  Webb  did  not^  for  the  purposes  of  probate,  in-        1855. 
elude  the  2,705/.  5^.  Id,  stock  in  her  estimate  of  the 
testator's  personal  estate,  which  was  sworn  by  her  to  be 
under  500/. 

In  the  year  1833,  Mrs.  Webb  recovered,  in  an  action 
against  a  debtor  to  the  testator's  estate,  the  sum  of 
174/. ;  and  for  a  year  after  the  testator's  death  she  re- 
ceived the  rents  of  the  leasehold  houses ;  but  having 
received  notice  to  repair  five  of  them,  situate  in  Howard's 
Green,  she  gave  them  up  to  the  landlord  in  consideration 
of  a  sum  of  12/.  paid  by  him.  One  of  the  two  other 
leasehold  houses,  which  were  situate  in  Devonshire 
Street,  had  been  occupied  by  the  testator,  and  the  widow 
continued  to  reside  in  it  after  his  decease,  during  the 
whole  of  her  life,  and  she  used  the  furniture  it  contained 
for  the  purpose  of  her  occupation.  She  received  the 
rents  of  the  other  leasehold  house,  and  also  of  the  two 
freehold  houses,  out  of  which,  however^  she  was  en- 
titled to  dower. 

On  the  16th  of  November ^  1836,  Mary  Worthington^ 
the  daughter,  died  without  leaving  issue;  and,  in  1838, 
the  Plaintiff,  at  Mrs.  WebVs  request,  went  to  reside  with 
ber,  and  continued  to  do  so  till  some  time  in  the  year 
1843. 

On  the  21st  of  August,  1843,  the  day  before  her  mar- 
riage with  Abraham  Shearing,  Mrs.  Webb  transferred 
the  3,395/.  stock  into  the  joint  names  of  herself  and 
Edmund  Epkraim  Wiginton,  and  on  the  22nd  of  the 
same  month,  a  memorandum  of  agreement  was  signed 
by  her  and  Shearing,  whereby  it  was  agreed,  that  all 
the  property  belonging,  or  thereafter  to  belong,  to  Mrs. 
Webb,  should  be  settled  upon  her  for  life,  for  her  sole 

and 
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and  separate  use,  and  after  her  decease,  it  was  to  be  dis- 
posed of  as  she,  by  will  or  otherwise,  notwithstanding 
coverture,  should  direct. 

By  her  will,  dated  the  6th  of  October,  1847,  Mrs. 
Shearing  gave  a  watch  to  Mrs.  Wiginton,  and  all  the 
residue  of  her  property,  over  which  she  had  any  dis- 
posing power,  to  Edmund  E.  Wiginton,  in  trust,  to  pay 
thereout  an  annuity  of  40/.  to  her  husband,  so  long  as 
he  remained  unmarried,  and,  subject  thereto,  for  the  sole 
use  of  E.  E.  Wiginton ;  and  she  appointed  him  and 
his  son,  E.  W.  Wiginton,  her  executors. 

The  testatrix  died  on  the  6th  of  March,  1848,  having 
resided  in  the  house  No.  41,  Devonshire  Street,  up  to 
her  decease,  and  having  received  the  rents  of  the  house 
No.  42,  in  the  same  street,  and  of  the  freehold  houses, 
and  the  dividends  on  the  stock.  Her  will  was  proved 
on  the  27th  of  March,  1848,  her  property  being  sworn 
under  lOOZ.,  and,  on  the  day  before,  E,  E.  Wiginton 
died,  having  by  his  will  appointed  his  wife  and  his  son, 
E.  W.  Wiginton,  his  executors. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  question  was,  whether 
the  testatrix,  Mrs.  Shearing,  had  elected  to  take  under  the 
will  of  her  first  husband,  and  whether  her  representatives 
might  not  now  elect  to  take  adversely  to  that  will  ? 

The  Master  had  found,  that  Mrs.  Shearing  did  not 
elect  to  take  under  the  will,  and  that  it  would  have  been 
greatly  to  her  disadvantage  to  have  elected  to  take  under 
the  will.     The  Plaintiff  excepted  to  that  finding. 

Mr.  22.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Lambert,  in  support  of  the 
exception.  The  wife  was  appointed  executrix  and  sole 
trustee  of  the  will,  and  the  question  is,  did  she  accept 

the 
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the  trusts  of  it?  By  proving  the  will^  she  so  far  cer- 
tainly accepted  the  trusts,  and  the  acts  done  by  her 
afterwards  were  by  no  means  equivocal^  they  were 
clearly  in  accordance  with  and  in  adoption  of  the  dis- 
positions made  by  the  will.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  to 
be  observed,  the  property  had  belonged  to  the  husband, 
and  therefore  many  moral  and  reasonable  considerations, 
not  involving  a  legal,  but  an  imperfect  moral  obligation 
existed,  which  would  make  it  natural  for  the  wife  to 
confirm  the  will  of  her  husband,  and  therefore,  nega- 
tively, it  is  highly  probable  that  she  intended  to  confirm 
it  But  there  are  positive  acts  of  the  widow.  She 
proved  the  will,  and  the  consequence  is,  she  knew  two 
things ;  first,  the  value  of  all  that  her  husband  had  dis- 
posed of  by  his  will,  and  all  the  benefits  she  could  take 
under  it  As  to  this  there  was  no  uncertainty,  for  the 
property  is  sworn  by  her  to  be  under  500/.  Secondly, 
she  knew  that  the  stock  legally  survived  to  herself,  and 
did  not  pass  under  her  husband's  will  (a),  and  accord- 
ingly, she  did  not  include  it  in  the  estimate  of  the  testa- 
tor's property,  made  for  the  purposes  of  probate,  and  it 
was  not  subject  to  legacy  or  probate  duty,  though  given 
ap  or  brought  into  the  testator's  property,  under  the 
doctrine  of  election;  Laurie  v.  Clutton(b).  Knowing 
all  this,  the  widow  continued  to  deal  with  the  property 
daring  her  widowhood,  as  if  under  the  provisions  of  the 
will.  She  transferred  the  stock  into  her  sole  name, 
allowed  it  to  remain,  and  received  and  applied  to  her 
own  use  both  the  dividends  of  it  and  the  rents  of  the 
freeholds  and  leaseholds.  Again,  after  her  marriage, 
she  appropriated  to  herself  the  whole  income  of  her 
husband's  real  and  personal  estate.  What  greater  evi- 
dence could  there  be  of  an  intention  to  give  effect  to 
fr  the 
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(a)  Dummerv.PUcher,2MyL 
Sf  K.  262. 


(6)  15  Beao.  131. 
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the  will?  She  must,  therefore,  according  to  all  the 
cases  on  the  subject,  be  considered  as  having  elected 
to  take  under  the  will.  The  cases,  indeed,  show,  that 
election  may  be  kept  suspended  while  there  is  uncer- 
tainty as  to  the  situation  of  the  property,  or  the  be- 
nefit or  advantage  to  be  derived  from  the  exercise  of 
the  right  to  elect,  or  where  the  party  thinks  himself 
not  bound  to  elect.  The  cases  are  all  to  be  found 
in  2  Rap,  Leg.  (a),  and  it  may  be  sufficient  to  refer 
to  Tucker  v.  Sanger  (fi) ;  Butricke  v.  Broadhurst  (c) ; 
Whistler  v.  Webster  (d);  Wake  v.  Wake{e).  Her  con- 
duct is  consistent  with  her  title  under  the  will,  and 
altogether  inconsistent  with  electing  to  take  against  it ; 
Archer  v.  Pope  ( f) ;  Tomkyns  v.  Ladbroke  (g) ;  Harvey 
y.  Ashley  {h);  Pawlett  v.  I>elaval{i);  Duke  of  JVbr- 
thumberland  v.  Aylesford(k) ;  Duke  of  Northumberland 
V.  Egremont  (Jt) ;  Stratford  v.  Powell  (m) ;  Giddings  v. 
Giddings(n).  On  the  whole,  it  is  submitted  that  the 
Master  is  wrong  upon  this  point. 


Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Archibald  Smith,  for  the  De- 
fendant Wiginton,  contended,  that  the  widow  not  only 
had  made  no  election,  but  had  shown  by  her  dealings 
with  the  stock  that  she  considered  it  to  be  her  own,  and 
that  she  meant  to  deal  with  it  as  such.  And  as  to 
her  entering  into  possession  of  the  testator's  real  and 
personal  estate,  she  did  so  in  her  character  of  executrix, 
and  in  right  of  her  dower.  That  on  a  question  of  inten- 
tion  the    maxim  of  ignorantia  legis   non  excusat  was 

inapplicable. 


(a)  Pages   1652—1655,  &c. 
(Whites  edit). 

(6)  M'CUt,  439;    13  Price, 
607. 

(c)  1    Ves.  jun.  171  ;  3    Bro. 
C  C  88 

(dj  2  'Ves.ju7i.367. 

(f)  1  Ves.  jun.  335. 
(J)  2  Ves.  sen.  523. 


(g)  2  Ves.  sen.  592,  593. 

(h)  3  Atk.  615. 

(i)  2  Ves.  sen.  670. 

(A)  AmbL  540  ;  S.  C.  nom. 
Earl  of  Northumberland  v.  Mar- 
quis of  Granby,  1  Eden,  498. 

(/)  Ambl.657. 
(m)  1  Ball  4-  B.  24. 

(n)  3  Russ.  241. 
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inapplicable.    They  commented  on  Wake  v.  Wake  (a) ;  1866. 

£utricke    v.   Broadhurst  (6) ;     and    cited    Dillon    v.  '""^^^^^'^ 

Parker  (c) ;   Brice  v.  Brice  (d) ;   Edwards    v.  JIfor-  ^^11 
gan  (e)  ;  Padhury  v.  CfarA  (/). 


V. 

WionrroM. 


Mr.  Hobhause,  for  George  Chay^  the  administrator 
oif  fi^em  of  Mrs.  Shearing. 

Mr.  /i.  Palmer,  in  reply. 

7%«  Mastbr  o/^Ae  Rolls. 

I  will  look  at  the  authorities  before  I  decide;  but 

with  reference  to  the  argument,  that  this  lady  was  not 

cognizant  of  her  rights,  and  had  no  knowledge  of  the 

law,  I  will  now  state,  that  every  one  is  assumed  to 

know,  that  if  he  takes  under  a  will,  he  must  give  full 

effect  to  it,  and  that  he  cannot  be  allowed  to  adopt 

that  part  of  it  which  is  for  his  advantage,  and  reject 

that  which   is  not ;    but  whether   the   person   taking 

QDder  the  will  knew  he  had  an  interest  adverse  to  it, 

is  a  question  of  fact,  resting  on  evidence.     I  will  look 

into  the  cases. 


The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 


AprU  21. 


This  is  an  exception  taken  to  the  Master's  report, 
finding  that  Mrs.  Shearing,  the  widow  of  the  testator 
Wehb,  did  not  elect  to  take  under  his  will.     The  facts 

which 


(ff)  1  Vajun.  335. 

(6)  1  Vet.  jun.  171  ;  3  Bro. 
C.  C.  88. 

(r)  1  Swaml.  359;  1  WUs, 
253;  Joe  505;  1  CI.  ^  Fm. 
303. 


(d)  2  Moll.  21. 

(e)  1  M*CleL  541 ;  13  Price, 
782;  1  B/i.(N.S.)  401. 
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which   raise  the  question  are  as  follow.    [His  Honor 
stated  them.'] 

The  question  is,  whether,  in  this  state  of  things,  the 
testatrix,  Mrs.  Shearing,  the  widow  of  the  testator, 
can  be  held  to  have  elected  to  take  under  the  will  of 
her  first  husband,  and  whether  her  representative  may 
not  now  elect  to  take  adversely  to  the  will  of  the  ori- 
ginal testator  ? 


That  election  may  be  inferred  from  the  circumstances, 
and  from  the  acts  of  the  persons  bound  to  elect,  is  not 
an  open  question.  The  burden  of  proof,  however,  lies, 
in  this  case,  on  the  Plaintiff,  who  asserts  that  she  did 
BO  elect,  inasmuch  as  it  was  manifestly  for  her  own  per- 
sonal pecuniary  advantage  to  take  adversely  to  the  will, 
by  which  she  would  have  had  the  absolute  interest  in 
the  whole  of  the  stock,  and  would  have  enjoyed  one- 
third  of  the  rents  of  the  freehold  houses  during  her 
life. 

Two  things  are  essential  to  constitute  a  settled  and 
concluded  election,  by  any  person  who  takes  an  interest 
under  a  will,  which  disposes  of  property  belonging  to 
that  person.  There  must  be,  in  the  first  place,  clear 
proof  that  the  person  put  to  his  election  was  aware  of  the 
nature  and  extent  of  his  rights;  and,  in  the  second 
place,  it  must  be  shown  that,  having  that  knowledge, 
he  intended  to  elect. 


In  this  case,  I  think  that  the  widow  was  aware  of  what 
her  rights  were;  she  was  fully  aware  of  the  contents 
of  her  husband's  will ;  she  was  the  sole  executrix  named 
in  it  and    had  proved  it;    and  she   made  use  of  her 
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character  of  executrix  to  enforce  payment  of  money 
due  to  her  late  fausband^  and  to  arrange  with  the  land- 
lord for  the  surrender  of  the  five  leaseholds.  She  must^ 
therefore^  on  the  one  hand,  have  known,  that  her  hu8<- 
band  had,  by  his  will,  specifically  bequeathed  the  stock 
standing  in  their  joint  names,  and  that  by  it,  he  gave 
her  only  a  life  interest  in  that  stock.  By  using  the 
word  ''  specifically,"  I  do  not  mean  to  make  any  dis- 
tinction between  a  specific  or  pecuniary  bequest,  but  I 
should  have  said  specially  and  particularly  bequeathed 
that  stock.  She  knew  that  he  had  disposed  of  it,  and 
bad  given  her  but  a  qualified  interest  in  it. 


1856. 


WoRTHIIfO- 

TON 

V. 

WlfllMTOll. 


On  the  other  hand,  I  think  that  it  is  established  by 
the  evidence,  that  she  knew  that  the  testator,  having 
died  before  her,  had  no  power  to  dispose  of  that  stock ; 
hot  that  it  belonged  absolutely  to  herself.  She  does 
Dot  include  it  in  the  estimate  of  his  personal  estate  made 
for  the  purposes  of  probate,  and  she  must,  therefore, 
have  known  that  it  did  not  form  part  of  his  estate,  but 
that,  on  his  death,  she  became  the  absolute  owner  of  the 
stock  standing  in  their  joint  names.  I  think  that  these 
circumstances  constitute  or  prove  a  knowledge,  on  her 
part,  that  she  was  bound  to  elect.  She  knew  that  the 
will  disposed  of  her  property,  she  knew  that  she  could 
withdraw  it  from  the  operation  of  the  will,  and  I  think 
that  she  must  be  taken  to  have  known,  that  if  she  did 
so  withdraw  it,  she  was,  by  law,  bound  to  make  good  to 
the  other  legatees  and  devisees  their  loss,  out  of  what 
she  would  otherwise  have  taken  under  the  will.  Unless 
this  be  so,  there  never  could  be  a  case  of  an  election 
completed  by  the  acts  of  the  parties. 


The  next  question  is,  did  she  intend  to  give  effect  to 
the  will,  or  did  she  intend  to  take  adversely  to  it.     On 
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the  part  of  the  PlaintifTit  is  contended,  that  her  receipt 
of  all  the  rents,  her  possession  of  the  furniture,  her  re- 
covery of  the  debts  and  retention  of  the  money  so  re- 
covered, and  her  continued  residence  in  the  house  of 
the  testator,  are  all  together  conclusive  evidence  of 
her  intention  to  give  effect  to  the  will;  for  if  she  in- 
tended to  act  otherwise,  that  money  and  the  rents  for 
four  years  ought  to  have  been  invested  by  her,  to  make 
good  to  the  Plaintiff*,  his  wife  and  children,  the  amount 
that  they  would  lose  by  her  taking  adversely  to  the  will, 
and  this  is  confirmed  by  the  circumstance,  that  on  the 
death  without  issue  of  the  wife  of  the  Plaintiff",  in  the 
year  1836,  she  continued  to  receive  and  apply  for  her 
own  use  the  rents,  instead  of  paying  them,  together 
with  the  capital  of  the  residue  of  the  testator's  estates 
to  the  Plaintiff*,  who,  if.  she  did  not  give  effect  to  the 
will,  had  become  entitled  to  them.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  fact  that  she  took  possession  of  the  consols,  by 
transferring  them  into  her  own  name,  her  adding  to 
them  by  subsequent  purchases  on  her  own  account,  all 
mixed  up  in  one  fund,  the  agreement  on  her  second 
marriage  and  the  terms  of  her  will,  which  are  wholly 
silent  as  to  any  interest  in  any  person  other  than  her- 
self, are  urged  as  evidence  that,  if  any  election  at  all  is 
to  be  inferred,  it  must  be  presumed  that  she  elected  to 
take  adversely  to  the  provisions  of  the  will. 


.  Upon  the  whole,  I  think,  that  the  acts  of  the  widow 
are  only  referable  to,  and  explainable  by  an  intention 
to  give  effect  to  the  will  and  to  take  under  it  The  case 
of  Edwards  v.  Morgan  (a),  which  was  principally  relied 
upon  for  the  Defendants,  seems  to  me  to  be  distinguish- 
able from  the  present,  in  a  most  important  particular, 
and  this  particular  is,  the  knowledge  of  the  nature  and 
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extent  of  her  rights  possessed  by  the  person  sought  to 
be  6xed  with  the  election. 

Edwards  v.  Morgan  is  a  case  of  veiy  high  authority ; 
it  was  decided  by  a  Judge  thoroughly  familiar  with  the 
doctrines  of  a  Court  of  Equity^  and  his  decision  was 
affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords.  The  case  was  this : — 
Od  the  marriage  of  a  man  with  his  wife,  leasehold  estate 
had  been  settled  on  the  husband  and  wife,  for  their 
joint  lives,  with  remainder  to  the  survivor.  The  hus- 
band died  first.  By  his  will  he  bequeathed  that  lease- 
bold  estate  to  his  wife,  for  her  life,  and,  after  her  decease, 
to  her  three  daughters,  in  the  following  manner: — viz., 
to  Margaret^  for  life,  remainder  to  Bridget^  for  life,  re- 
mainder to  Elizabeth^  for  the  residue  of  the  term ;  and 
be  made  his  wife  his  residuary  legatee  and  the  sole  exe- 
cutrix of  his  will.  The  widow,  on  his  death,  proved 
his  will  and  remained  in  possession  of  the  leasehold 
estate  for  fourteen  years,  when  she  died.  She,  by 
ber  will,  gave  the  residue  of  her  personalty  to  Mar- 
garetf  and  made  her  her  executrix,  but  she  did  not 
dispose,  by  name,  of  these  leaseholds.  Margaret  and 
her  husband  remained  in  possession  of  the  lease- 
holds for  seventeen  years,  when  Margaret  died,  and 
thereupon  Bridget  and  her  husband  entered  into  pos- 
session of  them.  After  ten  years  the  husband  of  Mar- 
gforet,  who  was  also  her  legal  personal  representative, 
claimed  the  leaseholds,  and  filed  a  bill  to  recover  them 
and  to  have  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits.  This 
was  met  by  a  cross  bill,  alleging  that  the  widow  of  the 
testator  had  elected  to  take  under  his  will,  and  that  the 
residue,  which  was  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  the  debts, 
was  the  benefit  she  took,  and  which  she  ought  to  have 
surrendered,  and  would  have  surrendered  unless  she 
bad  elected  to  take  only  a  life  interest  in  the  leaseholds. 
There  was  no  evidence,  in  that  case,  that  the  widow 
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knew  of  ber  absolute  rigbt  to  the  leasebolds^  as  tbere  is 
here,  that  she  knew  of  ber  absolute  right  to  the  stock ; 
besides  this,  there  was  no  evidence  of  her  having  done 
any  act  whatever  inconsistent  with  her  right  of  taking 
the  leaseholds  absolutely.  The  rents  she  was  entitled 
to,  in  either  event,  whether  she  took  under  the  will  or 
against  it,  which  is  equivalent  to  the  dividends  of  the 
stock  in  the  present  case ;  the  residue  she  necessarily 
took  as  executrix,  even  if  she  took  adversely  to  the 
will; — but  whether  there  was  any  beneficial  interest 
in  this  residue  does  not  appear,  the  amount  of  it  was 
wholly  unascertained  beyond  this : — that  it  was  more 
than  sufficient  to  pay  the  debts. 


In  this  state  of  things,  the  observations  of  Chief 
Baron  Alexander  are  conclusive,  which  I  will  read  (a). 
*'  Now  through  all  my  life  I  have  had  an  impression, 
which  has  been  confirmed  by  an  examination  of  prece- 
dents on  this  occasion,  that  whether  parties  were  bound 
to  elect,  or  not,  was  one  question,  and  whether  they 
had  made  an  election,  another;  and  that  a  Court  can 
never  hold  persons  to  have  made  an  election,  without 
fully  understanding  that  they  were  cognizant  of  the 
nature  of  the  rights  between  which  they  were  to  choose, 
and  of  the  claim  upon  them  to  elect,  and  that,  in  conse- 
quence of  that  knowledge,  they  did  actually  elect.  But  I 
have  the  most  thorough  conviction,  both  from  the  will  of 
the  husband,  and  from  the  conduct  of  this  lady,  that  she 
had  not  the  most  distant  conception  that  she  was  called 
upon  to  make  an  election,  and  that  is  the  construction 
I  put  on  all  the  testimony  which  the  adverse  purties 
have  produced.  If  she  had  meant  to  make  an  election, 
she  was  not  bound  to  do  anything  at  the  time  of  her 
husband's  death,  with  respect  to  these  estates,  but  what 
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she  did  do.     She  was  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the 
leasehold  estates,  whichever  way  she  might  elect.     She 
mighf  have  been  called  upon  to  give  security,  I  appre- 
hend, but  nothing  more,  because  the  ultimate  interest  of 
these  Defendants  was  totally  uncertain.     One  cannot 
tell  whether  the  eldest  daughter,  Margaret^  might  not 
have  outlived  the  whole  term ;  it  would  have  been  an 
extraordinary,  but  it  was  a  possible,  event;  and  taking 
that  into  consideration,  what  value  could  be  set  on  the 
reversionary  interests  ?    There  were  only  two  acts  pos- 
sible to  be  done  by  Mrs.  ThomaSy  which  would  have  tes- 
tified an  election  on  the  subject ;  the  one  was  the  settling 
this  estate  to  the  uses  of  her  husband's  will,  which  act 
would  have  been  evidence  of  an  election  one  way ;  the 
other  was  the  making  some  provision  for  the  possible 
and  future  interest  of  those  persons  who  were  to  be  dis- 
appointed of  their  benefit  under   the  husband's  will, 
which  would  have  proved  a  determination   the  other 
way.    But  she  does  neither  the  one  nor  the  other,  and 
upon  what  principle  I  can  be  asked  to  hold,  that  this 
lady,  in  my  opinion,  clearly  not  cognizant  of  what  her 
rights  were,  or  that  she  was  bound  to  elect  at  all, — upon 
what  principle  I  can  be  asked  to  hold,  that  she  did  ac- 
toally  make  an  election,  I  own  after  having  weighed  to 
the  utmost  of  my  power  all  the  arguments  that  have 
been  used,  I  am  utterly  unable  to  discover." 


1866. 


Bat  the  case  suggested  would  have  been  very  dif- 
ferent, if,  upon  her  husband's  decease,  she  had  sworn  to 
an  instrument  which,  in  effect,  asserted  that  the  lease- 
holds belonged  to  herself  and  not  to  her  husband,  and 
if,  in  addition  to  doing  this,  she  had  received  the  rents 
of  other  property  which  she  could  only  have  taken  as  a 
devisee  under  the  will  of  the  testator. 


Here  the  acts  of  the  widow,  in  receiving  the  dividends 
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of  the  stock,  amount  to  nothing ;  she  was  entitled  to 
them  in  either  event,  as  the  widow  in  Edwards  v.  Morgan 
was  to  the  rents  of  the  leaseholds,  but  in  the  case  ftefore 
me,  the  acts  of  the  widow,  in  receiving  and  appropri- 
ating the  whole  of  the  rents  of  the  two  freehold  houses, 
after  her  husband's  death,  appear  to  me  to  be  referrible 
only  to  her  desire  to  take  the  interests  given  to  her  by 
his  will,  and  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  it. 
As  it  was  for  the  benefit  of  her  daughter  and  her  issue 
that  she  should  do  so,  this  seems  to  me  to  afford  a  rea- 
sonable answer  to  the  objections,  that  by  so  doing,  she 
sacrificed  the  great  advantages  she  might  have  had, 
looking  at  her  own  interests  exclusively,  if  she  had 
taken  adversely  to  the  will.  Her  acts,  with  reference 
to  the  stock,  seem  to  me  to  be  equivocal.  The  addi- 
tional purchases  made  were  partly  from  the  property  of 
the  testator  and  partly  from  her  own  property.  She 
was  the  sole  trustee,  but,  unless  she  had  appointed  new 
trustees,  or  had  purchased  a  different  species  of  stock, 
she  could  not  have  kept  them  distinct. 


The  cases  relative  to  widow's  dower  have  no  applica- 
tion to  the  present. 


The  case  of  Dillon  v.  Parker  (a)  is  one  of  consider- 
able complication,  but  it  does  not  appear  to  me  to  mili- 
tate against  the  view  I  take  of  this  case.  It  was  decided 
by  that  case,  that  the  exercise  of  a  power  equivocal 
and  referrible  to  either  right,  does  not  amount  to  an 
election,  and  an  expression  much  relied  upon,  in  that 
case,  "  that  Sir  Henry  had  elected  to  take  both  estates," 
applies  to  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  that  case,  but 
does  not  appear  to  me  to  have  been  used  as  having  a 
general  application  to  all  cases,  which,  if  it  did,  and  it 
were   followed,  would  produce  this  result :  —  that  no 
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election  short  of  actual  declaration  of  election  could 
ever  exist. 
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In  Padhury  ▼.  Clark  {a\  the  only  act  which  could  be 
referred  to  as  constituting  an  election  determined^  was 
this: — Mary  Cox  Clark  was  said  to  have  elected  to 
take  under  the  will ;  she  was  a  Defendant ;  she  denied 
ever  having  elected  or  intended  to  elect ;  she  never  had 
been  in  possession  of  the  rents  of  the  leasehold  house, 
which  was  the  only  interest  she  took  under  the  testa- 
tors willy  but  her  father,  who  was  her  guardian,  had 
received  and  had  applied  those  rents  for  her  benefit, 
dnriog  her  minority,  and  the  lease  having  expired  during 
her  minority,  when  she  attained  twenty-one,  she  re- 
ceived from  her  father  49/.,  being  the  balance  of  the 
rents  received  by  him,  and  not  applied  for  her  mainte- 
nance.   The  Court  determined  that  a  case  of  election 
arose,  and  that  Mary  Cox  Clark  was  bound  to  elect, 
and  that  if  she  elected  to  take  against  the  will,  she 
mast  account  for  the  rents  of  the  leasehold  house,  re- 
ceived by  her  father,  and  applied  for  her  benefit,  but 
that  the  receipt  of  the  49/.  did  not  eonclude  her,  or 
amount  to  an  election  made  and  determined  by  her, 
although  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  had  been  of 
opinion  that  it  did.    It  is  needless  to  observe  how  differ- 
ent that  case  is  from  the  present.    In  Brice  v.  Brice  {b\ 
the  facts  are  very  slightly  stated,  but  so  far  from  there 
heing,  in   that  case,  evidence  of  the  person  said  to 
have  elected  having  had  any  knowledge  of  his  rights, 
the  case  states,  that  there  was  some  evidence  that  he 
was  ignorant  of  the  settlement  which  created  them,  in 
opposition  to  his  interest  under  the  will. 

In  Ardesoife  v.  Bennet  (c),  a  legacy  had  been  given 
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to  a  married  woman,  for  her  separate  use ;  she  was  the 
heir  of  the  testator,  who  had  disposed  of  copyholds  not 
surrendered  to  the  use  of  the  will ;  it  was  held,  that  her 
receipt  of  the  interest  of  that  legacy,  for  many  years, 
constituted  an  election  to  take  under  the  will,  and  not 
against  it.  Paulet  v.  I>elaval(a) ;  Archer  v.  Pope  (b)  ; 
Tomhyns  v.  Ladbrooke  (c) ;  and  the  Earl  of  Northum- 
berland V.  Marquis  of  Granby  (d),  to  which  cases  I  was 
referred,  all  support  this  view  of  the  case.  In  Butricke 
V.  Broadhurst  (e),  the  widow  having  taken  possession 
of  the  property  devised,  and  having  retained  it  for  five 


years. 


was   not  allowed   afterwards   to  elect  to  take 


against  the  will,  and  claim  a  sum  thereby  disposed  of, 
to  which  she  was  entitled  under  her  marriage  settle- 
ment. 

I  think  it  unnecessary  to  go  through  a  greater  number 
of  the  cases,  most  of  which  I  have  consulted.  The 
question,  whether  election  has  or  has  not  been  made  by 
the  person  bound  to  elect,  must  usually  depend  on  the 
facts  of  each  particular  case. 


In  this  case,  I  rely,  principally,  on  the  fact  of  the 
receipt  of  the  rents  of  the  freehold  houses,  to  which, 
except  under  the  will,  the  widow  was  not  entitled,  and 
that  she  continued  so  to  receive  them  during  her  whole 
life.  The  circumstance  that  no  claim  was  made  by  the 
Plaintiff  until  after  her  death,  so  far  from  prejudicing 
his  case,  seems  to  me  to  assist  it.  Until  her  death  he 
had  every  reason  to  believe  that  it  would  never  be  ne- 
cessary to  make  any  claim.  Her  acts  and  conduct 
would  reasonably  have  induced  him  to  believe,  that  she 
had  resolved  to  give  effect  to  the  will,  and  that  she  was 
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actiDg  in  that  view.     Had  he  thought  otherwise,  it  is 
impossible  to  understand  why  he  should  not,  on  the 
death  of  his  wife,  have  called  upon  the  widow  to  put 
him  in  possession  of  the  houses  and  of  the  residue  of 
the  testator's  estate,  and  if  she  intended  to  take  against 
the  will,  it  was  her  duty  so  to  have  acted  at  that  time, 
without  being  applied  to.     He  had  every  reason  to  be- 
lieve the  matter  concluded ;  and   if  so,  he  could  not 
interfere  with   her   possession  of  the  whole  property, 
which  she  was  entitled  to  retain  during  her  life.     But, 
io  fact,  my  belief  is,  after  a  full  consideration  of  the 
circumstances,  that  the  widow  never  intended  to  dispute 
the  will  of  the  testator,  or  to  claim  adversely  to  it.    Her 
omission  to  include  the  stock  in  the  probate  was  merely 
to  avoid  the  duty,  and  thus  carrying  into  effect  what, 
DO  doubt,  was  the  intention  of  the  testator,  when  he 
transferred  the  stock  into  the  joint  names  of  himself 
and  his  wife.     Her  transfer  of  the  stock  into  the  name 
of  another  person,  on  her  second  marriage,  was  neces- 
sary, so  far  as  regards  the  amount  intended  to  be  dis- 
posed of  by  the  testator,  in  order  to  prevent  her  second 
husband  from  having  dominion  over  it ;  her  other  acts, 
and  the  general  course  of  her  conduct,  lead  me  to  the 
conclusion  I  have  arrived  at,  that  if  she  had  been,  within 
a  ;ear  after  the  testator's  decease,  called  upon  catego- 
rically by  the  Court  or  otherwise  to  elect  to  take  under 
the  will  or  against  it,  she  would  have  stated  the  deter- 
mination she  had  come  to,   to  take  under  the  will. 
By  doing  so,  she  increased  her  own  life  income,  unless 
»be  spent  the  capital  of  the  stock  in  the  purchase  of  an 
annuity,  and  thus  diminished  the  portion  she  expected 
to  leave  to  her  daughter.     All  her  acts,  which  are  not 
to  some  extent  equivocal,  seem  to  roe  to  point  to  the 
aame  conclusion.     Her  will  appears  to  me  to  be  one  of 
the  acts  which,  though  strongly  relied   upon  for  the 
Defendants,  is  far  from  being  conclusive.    She  had  pro- 
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perty  on  which  the  will  might  operate,  without  dealing 
with  the  stock  existing  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and 
no  expression  is  to  be  foand  in  her  will,  which  shows 
any  intention  to  dispose  of  that  stock  contrary  to  the 
direction  contained  in  the  will  of  her  husband. 


The  result  is,  that  after  giving  to  this  case  the  best 
consideration  I  can,  I  have  the  misfortune  to  differ  from 
the  Master,  and  I  think  that  the  exception  must  be 
allowed. 

Note. — An  appeal  was  opened  before  the  Lords  Justices,  but  the 
case  was  afterwaras  arrangea  between  the  parties  personally. 


JEBB  V.  TUGWELL. 


Jan,  26. 

Je6. 19. 

June  5. 
A  testator  gave  fTlHE  question  in  this  cause  arose  upon  the  construc- 
perty,  bo^h^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^'"  ^^  ^  testator,  and  the  validity  and 

real  and  per-     effect  of  certain  deeds,  executed  under  powers,  contained 

wife  for  life,      in  or  conferred  by  the  will, 
and  he  autho- 
rized her,  with 
tlie  consent  of 
his  executors, 
to  sell  or  ex- 
change "  any 
part  of  his 
property." 
After  her 
death,  he  gave 
<<  all  his  pro- 
perty, both 
real  and  per- 
sonal," to  his 
daughters, 

and  afterwards  to  their  children.     Held,  that  the  tenants  for  life  were  not  entitled  to 
enjoy  the  property  in  specie,  but  that  the  perishable  part  must  be  converted. 

A  testator  gave  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  afterwards  to  his 
two  daughters,  in  such  proportions  as  she  might  direct,  and  in  default,  to  them  equally. 
Held,  that  the  wife  could  not  appoint  the  property  to  such  uses  as  the  daughters 
(who  were  married)  should  appoint,  so  as  to  enable  them  to  convey  the  realty  with- 
out acknowledging  the  deed  under  the  statute,  and  to  dispose  of  a  reversionary  interest 
In  the  personalty. 


The  testator,  John  Yerbury,  made  his  will,  dated  the 
7th  of  September,  1841,  in  the  following  words: — *'  I  give 
and  bequeath  to  my  dear  wife,  for  her  sole  use  and 
benefit,  during  her  life,  all  my  property,  both  real  and 
personal,  on  condition  that  she  pay,  out  of  it,  any  be- 
quest which  I  may  make  in  this  my  will,  or  by  any 
subsequent  deed  or  codicil.   I  hereb    authorize  my  wife, 

with 
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with  the  consent  of  my  executors,  to  sell  or  exchange  1866. 
any  part  of  my  property.  I  give  and  bequeath  all  my 
property,  both  real  and  personal  (not  otherwise  be- 
queathed), after  my  wife's  decease,  to  my  two  daughters, 
m  such  proportions  as  my  wife,  by  any  legal  instrument, 
may  direct;  but  if  she  make  no  appointment,  then  to 
be  equally  divided  between  them,  and  in  case  only  one 
survive  their  mother,  the  whole  to  the  survivor,  unless 
the  deceased  daughter  should  leave  any  children,  in 
which  case  they  shall  inherit  the  portion  intended  for 
their  mother.  It  is  my  will  that  the  fortune  of  each  of 
my  daughters  shall  go  to  her  children,  after  her  decease, 
in  such  proportions  as  she  may  direct,  but  if  no  ap- 
pointment, to  be  equally  divided  between  them." 

The  testator  died  in  June^  1843,  leaving  his  widow 
and  two  married  daughters,  viz.  Mrs.  Jebb  and  Mrs. 
Bloody  surviving  him. 

The  residuary  personal  estate  consisted  of  money  in 
the  funds.  East  India  and  other  stocks,  shares  in  com- 
panies, mortgages,  &c. 

By  a  deed-poll,  dated  the  23rd  of  May,  1844,  Mrs. 
Yerhuryf  by  virtue  and  in  execution  of  the  power  given 
to  her  by  her  husband's  will,  directed  and  appointed, 
that  from  and  atter  her  decease,  one  moiety  of  the  real 
estate,  and  one  moiety  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
testator,  should  go  and  be  to  such  uses  as  Mrs.  Blood, 
notwithstanding  her  coverture,  should  at  any  time,  by 
deed  or  will,  appoint ;  and  in  default  of  such  appoint- 
ment and  subject  thereto,  in  trust  for  Mrs.  Blood,  her 
heirs,  &c.,  absolutely.  And,  in  further  exercise  of  her 
power,  Mrs.  Yerbury  directed  and  appointed  the  other 
moiety  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  in  a 
similar  manner,  to  such  uses  as  Mrs.«7e&&  should  appoint, 

and 
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1866.  ^^^  in  default  of  appointment,  and  subject  thereto,  to 
the  use  of  Mrs.  Jebb,  her  heirs,  &c.,  absolutely.  And, 
in  further  exercise  of  her  power,  Mrs.  Yerbury  directed 
ToowsLL.  and  appointed,  that  the  aforesaid  appointments  should 
take  effect  immediately  upon  the  execution  of  the  deed- 
poll,  notwithstanding  that  the  actual  enjoyment  of  the 
property,  which  was  the  subject  thereof,  be  postponed 
until  her  own  decease. 

On  the  following  day,  by  an  indenture  dated  the  24th 
of  May ,  1844,  and  made  between  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Blood 
and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jebb  of  the  one  part,  and  the  four 
trustees  of  the  other  part,  reciting  the  testator's  will, 
and  the  deed-poll  executed  on  the  previous  day,  Mrs. 
Blood  appointed  the  moiety  of  the  testator's  real  and 
personal  estate,  over  which,  by  virtue  of  the  will  or 
deed-poll,  she  had  a  power  of  appointment,  to  the  use 
of  the  four  trustees,  their  heirs,  &c.,  in  trust,  during  the 
life  of  Mrs.  Blood,  to  apply  the  rents,  issues  and  profits, 
interest,  dividends  and  income  of  the  said  moiety,  as 
she  should  direct  or  appoint,  and  in  default  thereof,  for 
her  sole  and  separate  use,  without  power  of  anticipation, 
and  after  her  decease,  in  trust  to  pay  the  same  to  her 
husband,  Major  Blood,  for  his  life,  and  directed  that, 
after  the  decease  of  the  survivor,  the  said  moiety  should 
be  in  trust  for  all  and  every,  or  such  one  or  more  ex- 
clusively of  the  other  or  others,  of  the  children  of  Mrs. 
Blood,  by  either  her  then  present  or  any  future  husband, 
as  she  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint;  and  in  default 
of  appointment,  in  trust  for  all  such  children  equally,  as 
tenants  in  common,  &c.,  their  interests  to  be  vested  and 
transmissible,  if  sons  at  twenty-one,  and  if  daughters 
at  twenty-one  or  marriage,  with  powers  of  maintenance 
and  advancement.  And  if  there  should  be  no  child  of 
Mrs.  Blood  who  should  acquire  a  vested  and  transmis- 
sible interest  in  the  said  moiety,  then  it  was  to  be  held 

upon 
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opon  the  8ame  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  Mrs  Jehbj  for       1856. 

life,  and  after  her  decease,  for  Mr.  Jebby  for  life,  and 

after  the  decease  of  the  survivor,  for  the  benefit  of  their 

children,  on  the  same  trusts,  in  all  respects,  as  therein- 

a/lter  declared  of  and  concerning  the  other  moiety,  which 

was     thereinafter  appointed  by  Mrs.  Jebh.     And  upon 

failure  of  all  the  previous  limitations,  to  such  uses  as 

^rs.  Blood  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint;  and  in 

defcitilt  of  appointment,  to  her,   her  heirs,  executors, 

^dixiinistrators  and  assigns.     And   Mrs,  Jebb  thereby 

appointed  the  other  moiety,  over  which  she  had  a  power 

^^  d  isposition,  by  virtue  of  the  will  or  deed-poll,  to  uses 

•*^cl     trusts  exactly  corresponding,  in  favour  of  herself, 

'^^K'  Viusband  and  her  children,  and  in  default  of  chil- 

^■"^i^,  in  favour  of  Mrs.  Blood,  her  husband  and  chil- 

^^'^iiiywitb  an  ultimate  limitation  to  such  uses  as  Mrs. 

*^^&&  should,  by  deed  or  will,  appoint;  and,  in  default,  of 

^  I^pointmenty  to  her,  her  heirs,  executors,  administrators 

**^<1    assigns.     And  it  was  by  the  indenture  further  wit- 

^^^^sed,  and  the  parties  thereto  of  the  first  part  thereby 

^^^^^lared,  that  the  settlement  so  made  was  made  with- a 

^^11-    knowledge  that  doubts  were  entertained,  whether, 

***^^cr  the  will  of  the  testator,  the  children  of  Mrs. 

"^-•^oorf  and  Mrs.  Jehb  would  not,  on  the  respective  de- 

^^^^es  of  their  respective  mothers,  have  a  right  to  the 

^**^>perty  so  appointed  by  the  deed-poll,  in  such  pro- 

•^^^^■"tions  as  their  respective  mothers  should  appoint,  or 

^^     default  of  appointment,  in  equal  shares,  and  it  was 

^^^■r  intention,  notwithstanding  the  children  of  Mrs. 

^oorf  and  Mrs.  Jebb,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  might 

*^        some  measure  defeat  the   settlement,  yet  that  the 

^^  ^ts  thereof  should   be  carried  into  effect  in  all  other 

^^^^  J)€cts.     Then  followed  a  clause  necessary  to  effect 

"^  ^^ir  object,  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  of  the  children  of 

Blood  and  Mrs.  Jebb,  and  powers  to  grant  leases 

and 
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1866.  ^^^  >n  default  of  appointment,  and  subject  thereto,  to 
the  use  of  Mrs.  Jebb^  her  heirs,  &c.,  absolutely.  And, 
in  further  exercise  of  her  power,  Mrs.  Yerbury  directed 
TuewsLL.  and  appointed,  that  the  aforesaid  appointments  should 
take  effect  immediately  upon  the  execution  of  the  deed- 
poll,  notwithstanding  that  the  actual  enjoyment  of  the 
property,  which  was  the  subject  thereof,  be  postponed 
until  her  own  decease. 

On  the  following  day,  by  an  indenture  dated  the  24th 
of  May ,  1844,  and  made  between  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Blood 
and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jebb  of  the  one  part,  and  the  four 
trustees  of  the  other  part,  reciting  the  testator's  will, 
and  the  deed-poll  executed  on  the  previous  day,  Mrs. 
Blood  appointed  the  moiety  of  the  testator's  real  and 
personal  estate,  over  which,  by  virtue  of  the  will  or 
deed-poll,  she  had  a  power  of  appointment,  to  the  use 
of  the  four  trustees,  their  heirs,  &c.,  in  trust,  during  the 
life  of  Mrs.  Blood,  to  apply  the  rents,  issues  and  profits, 
interest,  dividends  and  income  of  the  said  moiety,  as 
she  should  direct  or  appoint,  and  in  default  thereof,  for 
her  sole  and  separate  use,  without  power  of  anticipation, 
and  afler  her  decease,  in  trust  to  pay  the  same  to  her 
husband.  Major  Blood,  for  his  life,  and  directed  that, 
afler  the  decease  of  the  survivor,  the  said  moiety  should 
be  in  trust  for  all  and  every,  or  such  one  or  more  ex- 
clusively of  the  other  or  others,  of  the  children  of  Mrs. 
Blood,  by  either  her  then  present  or  any  future  husband, 
as  she  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint;  and  in  default 
of  appointment,  in  trust  for  all  such  children  equally,  as 
tenants  in  common,  &c.,  their  interests  to  be  vested  and 
transmissible,  if  sons  at  twenty-one,  and  if  daughters 
at  twenty-one  or  marriage,  with  powers  of  maintenance 
and  advancement.  And  if  there  should  be  no  child  of 
Mrs.  Blood  who  should  acquire  a  vested  and  transmis* 
sible  interest  in  the  said  moiety,  then  it  was  to  be  held 

upon 
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apon  the  same  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  Mrs.  Jebb,  for  1856. 
life,  and  after  her  decease^  for  Mr.  Jebb,  for  life,  and 
after  the  decease  of  the  survivor,  for  the  benefit  of  their 
children,  on  the  same  trusts,  in  all  respects,  as  therein- 
after declared  of  and  concerning  the  other  moiety,  which 
was  thereinafter  appointed  by  Mrs.  Jebb.  And  upon 
failure  of  all  the  previous  limitations,  to  such  uses  as 
Mrs.  Blood  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint;  and  in 
default  of  appointment,  to  her,  her  heirs,  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns.  And  Mrs.  Jebb  thereby 
appointed  the  other  moiety,  over  which  she  had  a  power 
of  disposition,  by  virtue  of  the  will  or  deed-poll,  to  uses 
and  trusts  exactly  corresponding,  in  favour  of  herself, 
her  husband  and  her  children,  and  in  default  of  chil- 
dren, in  favour  of  Mrs.  JBlood,  her  husband  and  chil- 
dren, with  an  ultimate  limitation  to  such  uses  as  Mrs. 
Jebb  should,  by  deed  or  will,  appoint;  and,  in  default,  of 
appointment,  to  her,  her  heirs,  executors,  administrators 
and  assigns.  And  it  was  by  the  indenture  further  wit- 
nessed, and  the  parties  thereto  of  the  first  part  thereby 
declared,  that  the  settlement  so  made  was  made  with,  a 
full  knowledge  that  doubts  were  entertained,  whether, 
QDder  the  will  of  the  testator,  the  children  of  Mrs. 
Blood  and  Mrs.  Jebb  would  not,  on  the  respective  de- 
ceases of  their  respective  mothers,  have  a  right  to  the 
property  so  appointed  by  the  deed-poll,  in  such  pro- 
portions as  their  respective  mothers  should  appoint,  or 
in  default  of  appointment,  in  equal  shares,  and  it  was 
their  intention,  notwithstanding  the  children  of  Mrs. 
Blood  and  Mrs.  Jebb,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  might 
ia  some  measure  defeat  the  settlement,  yet  that  the 
trasts  thereof  should  be  carried  into  effect  in  all  other 
respects.  Then  followed  a  clause  necessary  to  effect 
their  object,  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  of  the  children  of 
Mrs.  Blood  and  Mrs.  Jebb,  and  powers  to  grant  leases 

and 
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1856.       and  appoint    new  trustees,  and  a  trustee  indemnity 
clause. 


Major  Blood  died  in  Jultf^  1847,  and  Mrs.  Yerbury, 
the  widow,  in  January ^  1848. 

Mrs.  Blood  had  had  no  children,  and,  considering  her 
age,  it  was  not  probable  she  would  ever  have  any. 

The  six  Plaintiffs,  the  inFant  children  of  Mrs.  Jebb, 
by  their  bill,  claimed  to  have  all  the  residuary  estate  of 
the  testator,  except  that  invested  in  the  public  funds,  con- 
verted and  invested  in  the  public  funds  or  government  or 
real  securities ;  but  Mrs.  Blood  insisted,  that  all  that  re- 
mained unconverted  ought  to  remain  in  specie,  and  that 
she  was  entitled  to  the  income  of  a  moiety  thereof.  The 
Plaintiffs  also  contended,  that  Mr.  Jebb  was  not  en- 
titled, as  against  them,  to  a  life  Interest  in  Mrs.  JebVt 
moiety ;  but  that  the  powers  of  conversion,  and  invests 
ment  and  leasing,  and  of  appointing  trustees  created  by 
the  settlement  of  the  24th  of  May,  1844,  and  all  the 
trusts  thereof  (except  in  so  far,  as  against  them,  it  gave 
a  life  interest  in  Mrs.  JehVs  moiety  to  Mr.  Jebb),  were 
valid,  and  the  bill  prayed  relief  accordingly.  The  case 
came  on  upon  motion  for  a  decree. 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Shapter,  for  the  Plaintiffs.  The 
testator,  in  the  first  instance,  gives  an  absolute  interest 
to  the  daughters,  after  the  death  of 'the  widow  ;  but  it 
is  cut  down  to  a  life  interest  by  the  subsequent  disposi- 
tion. He  says,  in  a  new  sentence,  '*  It  is  my  will,  that 
the  fortune  of  each  of  my  daughters  shall  go  to  her 
children  after  her  decease,  in  such  proportions  as  she 
may  direct;  but  if  no  appointment,  to  be  equally 
divided  between  them."  The  children,  therefore,  of  the 
daughters  have  indefeasible  interests  subject  to  the  prior 

life 
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life  interests  of  their  mothers.  The  appointment  of  1856. 
the  23rd  of  May  was  valid,  to  the  extent  that  it  gave 
the  daughters  a  power  of  appointment  over  their  shares ; 
Bray  ▼•  Hammersley  {a) ;  and  the  question  then  is, 
whether  the  settlement  of  the  24th  of  May^  1844,  was 
valid  to  any  extent;  Alexander  v.  Alexander {b).  It  is 
valid,  except  so  far  as  it  purports  to  defeat  the  interests 
of  the  children  of  the  daughters,  and  to  give  life  in- 
terests to  their  husbands.  Being  executed  for  valuable 
consideration,  it  was  binding  on  the  interest  of  Mrs. 
Blood,  and  upon  her  death,  without  issue,  her  share 
will  go  over  to  the  Plaintiffs.  They  cited  Crazier  v. 
Crazier  (c). 

Secondly,  the  tenants  for  life  are  not  entitled  to  enjoy 
the  property  tn  specie,  and  the  portion  of  it  which  is 
wearing  out  and  perishable  must  be  converted  into  a 
permanent  fund    Howe  v.  Lord  Darlmouth  {d). 

Mr.  Wickens,  for  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jehh,  relied  on  Phip* 
ton  V.  Turner  (e)  to  show  that  the  widow  was  autho- 
rized in  giving  her  daughters  a  power  of  appointment. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Shebbeare,  for  Mrs.  Blood  and 
the  trustees.  The  testator's  daughters  were  entitled  for 
life  only,  with  remainder  as  to  the  share  of  each  to  their 
children, ''  in  such  proportions  as  she  may  direct.''  The 
widow  had  a  mere  power  to  determine  the  ''  propor- 
tions" in  which  the  two  daughters  were  to  take,  but 
she  had  no  authority  to  give  them  absolute  interests,  or 
to  affect  the  rights  of  their  children.  The  testator  in  no 
way  authorized  his  widow  to  enable  his  daughters,  by 
means  of  a  derivative  power,  to  dispose  of  their  real 

estate, 

(a)  3  Sim.  513 ;  affirmed  2  CL         (r)  3  Dm,  if  War.  373. 
if  FtH.  453,  and  8  Bligh,  568.  ((/)  7  Va.  137  a. 

(6)  2  Va.  ten.  643.  («)  9  Sim.  227. 
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1865.  estatei  except  with  the  formalities  prescribed  by  law,  viz., 
by  an  acknowledgment  under  the  Fines  and  Recoveries 
Act  (a),  nor  to  deal  with  their  reversionary  interests  in 
a  manner  not  authorized  by  law.  The  consequence  is, 
that  the  appointment  of  the  23rd  of  May  is  invalid  al- 
together, or  operates  merely  as  a  limitation  of  the  *^  pro* 
portions"  in  which  the  daughters  are  to  take.  The  deed 
of  the  24th  of  May,  which  purports  to  exercise  an  in- 
valid power,  was  in  no  way  binding  on  Mrs.  Shod  and 
is  totally  void. 

Secondly,  they  argued,  that  this  was  not  a  case  for 
conversion,  and  that  this  was  shown  by  the'  power 
given  by  the  testator  to  his  widow  to  sell,  only  with  the 
consent  of  the  executors.  On  this  point  they  cited 
Alcock  V.  8loper{b) ;  Pichering  v.  Pickering  (c) ;  Daniel 
V.  Warren  (d) ;  Burton  v.  Mount  (e). 

Mr.  Follett,  in  reply. 

Z%6  Master  c^/*  Me  Rolls  was  of  opinion  that  there 
must  be  a  conversion,  but  he  reserved  his  judgment  on 
the  remaining  points. 


Feb.  19.  ITie  Mastee  of  the  Rolls. 

This  suit  is  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the 
settlement  of  the  24th  of  May,  1844,  and  to  have  the 
trust  estate  of  the  testator  transferred  to  the  trustees  of 

the 

(fl)  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  74.  (d)  2    Younge  *  C.  (C.  C.) 

(b)  2  Mtfl.  Sf  K.  699.  290. 

(c)  2  Beav.  31 ;  4  A/y/.  4*  Cr.  (e)  2DeG.if  Sm.  383 
289. 
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the  settlement^  upon  tbe  trusts  thereof.  But,  at  the  1866. 
same  time,  the  Plaintiffs  contend,  that  though  the  settle- 
ment is  operative  and  good,  so  far  as  regards  the  share 
of  the  daughter,  Mrs.  Bloody  who  had  no  children,  it  is 
not  operative  for  the  purpose  of  taking  away  anything 
from  the  children  of  a  daughter  who  had  children,  and 
consequently,  that  the  settlement  is  good,  so  far  as 
regards  the  gift  over,  on  the  death  of  Mrs.  Bloody  with- 
out issue,  but  does  not  affect  the  children  of  Mrs.  Jebb. 
Tbey  contend,  that  Mrs.  Blood  is  bound  by  the  settle- 
ment, except  so  far  as  any  child  of  hers  might  contest 
it,  and  that  a  good  consideration  for  the  deed  is  to  be 
found  in  the  mutual  limitations  of  the  estates  and  in- 
terests, in  favour  of  each  daughter  and  her  family,  in 
the  event  of  the  other  dying  without  issue. 

For  Mn.  Blood  it  is  argued,  that  the  settlement  is  in- 
operative, so  far  as  she  is  concerned,  and  that  the  widow 
of  the  testator  had  only  a  power  to  determine  the  pro- 
portion of  the  share  which  each  daughter  was  to  take, 
and  none  to  settle  it  again,  or  to  carve  it  out  into  quali- 
fied and  partial  interests,  and  still  less  to  give  each 
daughter  a  power  of  settling  this  property  again,  which 
was,  in  efibct,  to  give  them  a  power  of  dealing  with  a 
contingent  reversionary  interest. 

With  respect  to  the  rights  of  the  children  of  the 
daughters  of  the  testator,  neither  the  widow  nor  the 
daughters  could  effect  their  interests  given  by  the  will 
of  the  testator,  Thomas  Yerbury ;  and  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  will,  the  children 
of  each  daughter  took  the  share  of  that  daughter,  on 
her  decease,  in  such  shares  as  the  daughter  might  ap- 
point, and  in  defiaiult  of  appointment,  equally  amongst 
them.  I  think  the  will  of  the  testator  unambiguous  on 
this  point.  The  words  are,  "  It  is  my  will  that  the  for- 
tune 
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1856.  tune  of  each  of  my  daughters  shall  go  to  her  children, 
after  her  decease,  in  such  proportions  as  she  may  direct, 
but  if  no  appointment,  to  be  equally  divided  between 
TuowBLL.  them/'  This  is  a  separate  and  independent  clause  of 
his  will ;  it  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  connected  with,  or 
made  dependent  upon,  the  absence  of  appointment  by 
the  widow,  and  it  applies  to  the  fortune  of  each  daughter, 
whatever  that  fortune  might  be ;.  that  is,  whether  it  was 
acquired  by  virtue  of  the  appointment  by  the  widow, 
or  in  default  of  her  appointment,  solely  under  the  will 
of  the  testator.  The  consequence  is,  that  no  power  ex- 
isted in  Mrs.  Yerhury^  or  in  her  and  her  daughters,  to 
defeat  this  interest  of  these  children,  and  therefore, 
whatever  may  be  the  result  of  my  decision  on  the  next 
question  which  I  am  about  to  mention,  the  settlement 
of  the  24th  of  May ^  1844,  is,  in  my  opinion,  inoperative 
and  void,  so  far  as  it  seeks  to  impair  or  postpone  the 
interests  of  Mrs.  JebVs  children  in  Mrs.  JebVs  share. 

This,  however,  is  but  a  very  subordinate  point ;  and 
the  really  important  question  to  be  determiued  is,  whe- 
ther this  interest  is  valid  to  any,  and,  if  any,  to  what 
extent.  On  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffs  it  is  contended, 
that  when  a  general  power  of  appointment  is  given,  as 
in  the  present  case,  it  authorizes  the  donee  of  the  power 
to  create  various  estates  under  it,  and  to  give  qualified 
interests.  Thus,  a  general  power  to  any  one  to  appoint 
a  fund  amongst  children,  in  such  proportions  as  he  may 
think  fit,  authorizes  his  giving  an  estate  for  life,  to  one 
child,  and  the  capital  of  the  fund  to  another,  and  so 
on,  provided  he  divides  the  whole  fund  in  this  manner 
amongst  the  children ;  and  many  cases  were  cited  to  me 
which  bear  out  this  proposition,  but  particularly  the  case 
of  Phipson  V.  Turner  (a),  was  referred  to,  as  affording, 

not 
(a)  9  Sim.  227. 
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not  only  a  strong  illustration  of  the  proposition  in  ques-  1856. 
tioDy  but  as  being  a  direct  authority  in  point  for  esta- 
blishing the  validity  of  this  deed.  In  Phipson  v.  Turner^ 
the  mother  had  an  absolute  and  exclusive  power  of  ap- 
pointmenty  under  which  she  appointed  the  fuud  to  a 
married  daughter,  for  her  life,  for  her  separate  use,  aud 
after  her  decease,  as  she  should  by  will  appoint,  and  in 
default  of  appointment  and  if  she  left  no  issue,  unto 
two  sons,  who  were  also  objects  of  tlie  power;  and 
this  appointment  was  held  to  be  good. 

Upon  the  best  consideration  which  I  have  been  able 
to  give,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  case  before  me  is  dis- 
tioguishable  from  the  case  of  Phipson  v.  Turner  and 
the  other  cases  cited  to  me,  that  it  does  not  fall  within 
the  proposition  I  have  stated,  and  that  the  deed  of 
the  24th  of  May,  1844,  is  altogether  inoperative  and 
▼oid,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  made  in  pursuance  of, 
and  derives  its  efficacy  from  a  power  given  by  the 
widow,  Mrs.  Yerbury,  which  she  had  no  authority  to 
create. 

The  reasons  which  have  led  me  to  this  conclusion, 
are  shortly  as  follows: — I  think  it  material,  in  these 
cases,  to  consider  what  is  the  real  scope  and  object  of 
the  instrument  conferring  the  power,  and  of  the  instru- 
ment by  which  the  power  is  executed.  In  Phipson  v. 
TMmer(a),  the  object  of  the  instrument  creating  the 
power  was,  to  give  the  mother  a  full  power  of  dividing 
the  property  amongst  the  objects  of  it,  as  she  should 
think  fit,  and  the  instrument  which  executed  the  power 
was,  by  the  Court,  held  to  be  the  same,  in  substance,  as 
a  disposition  of  the  fund  to  the  daughter  for  her  sepa- 
rate use,  with  a  general  testamentary  power  of  appoint- 
ment, and,  in  default  of  the  exercise  of  that  power,  to 
her  two  sons.     It  was,  in  fact,  giving  the  daughter  an 
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estate  for  life,  with  a  power  of  appointment,  which  was 
giving  her  the  property  in  such  a  limited  manner,  as 
that,  if  not  made  use  of  by  her,  it  would,  under  the 
mother's  appointment,  go  to  the  other  objects  of  the 
power. 

Here  the  scope  and  object  of  the  original  instrument 
conferring  the  power  is  clear.  By  the  will  the  property 
is  given  to  the  widow,  for  life;  after  her  death  it  is 
given  to  the  daughters,  and  if  they  have  children,  to  their 
children  after  them ;  but  the  widow  has  a  general  power 
of  determining  in  what  shares  the  daughters  are  to  take. 
I  look,  in  vain,  in  this  will,  for  anything  that  points  to 
enabling  the  widow  to  give  the  daughters  a  power  of 
disposing  of  their  shares,  while  reversionary,  and  before 
they  come  into  possession  of  their  property.  Then  come 
the  deed  of  the  widow  and  the  deed  of  settlement  of 
the  daughters,  which  may  be  treated  as  contempo- 
raneous, and  which  obviously  form  part  of  one  and  the 
same  transaction.  The  object  of  the  widow's  deed-poll 
of  appointment  is  obvious.  The  ascertaining  in  what 
shares  the  daughters  are  to  take,  or  the  carving  out  and 
allotting  to  them  their  shares  in  the  testator's  property, 
is  not  the  sole,  or  indeed,  in  my  opinion,  the  principal, 
object  of  the  deed.  If  it  bad  been,  I  assume  that,  in 
accordance  with  the  decision  in  Phipson  v.  Turner,  the 
mother  might  have  given  qualified  interest  in  this  pro- 
perty to  her  daughters,  provided  she  divided  it  wholly 
between  them.  But  the  real  scope  and  object  of  the 
deed-poll,  executed  by  the  widow,  appears  to  me  to  be, 
to  enable  the  married  daughters  to  dispose  of  their  re- 
versionary interests.  The  testator  had  given  an  estate 
for  life  to  his  widow,  in  his  property,  and  after  her  de- 
cease, he  had  directed  it  to  go  to  his  daughters  as  she 
might  appoint  If  it  had  rested  there  and  under  this 
will  alone,  the  daughters  could  have  disposed  of  their 

reversionary 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  96 

rerersioDaiy  interest  in  the  land  only  by  deed,  duly  ac-  1866. 
knowledged  under  the  statute,  and  in  no  way  could  ^-^^/^ 
they  have  disposed  of  their  reversionary  interest  in  the  "'■■■ 
personal  estate.  In  order  to  overcome  the  restraints  Tvowbll. 
imposed  by  the  law  on  the  alienation  of  the  property  of 
mamed  women,  the  widow  appoints  to  her  daughters 
the  reversion  equally  between  them,  to  take  effect  at 
ODce,  with  a  power  of  disposing  of  it  by  deed  or  will, 
notwithstanding  their  coverture.  The  power  to  appoint, 
giTeix  to  the  daughters,  is  not,  as  in  Phipson  v.  Turner, 
a  qualified  mode  of  enjoying  the  property,  but  it  is  an 
attempt  to  overcome  the  disabilities  attaching  to  the 
gift  of  the  father  in  the  hands  of  married  women,  and 
to  enable  the  daughters  to  avoid  the  restraints  imposed 
by  the  law,  and  to  dispose  of  their  reversionary  pro- 
perty. This  certainly  formed  no  part  of  the  scope  and 
object  of  the  will  of  the  original  testator,  or  of  the 
purposes  for  which  the  power  of  appointment  was  vested 
in  the  widow.  If  this  deed  be  good,  it  would  have  been 
equally  valid  if  Mrs.  Blood  had  appointed  the  whole 
had  in  favour  of  her  husband,  and  thus,  in  effect,  had 
defeated  the  real  object  of  the  father's  will,  which  was 
to  make  a  provision  for  his  daughters  in  such  shares  as 
his  widow  might  think  fit  to  appoint. 

I  regard,  therefore,  this  transaction  as  showing,  on 
the  face  of  it,  manifest  signs,  that  the  mode  in  which 
the  power  was  executed  by  the  widow,  by  giving  power 
of  alienation  to  her  daughters,  notwithstanding  cover- 
tmne,  was  not  a  mode  in  accordance  with,  but  that  it  was 
opposed  to,  and  at  variance  with  the  plain  object  for 
which  the  power  was  intrusted  to  Mrs.  Yerbury.  It  is 
not,  as  in  Phipson  v.  Turner,  the  conferring  of  a  limited 
interest  in  the  property  and  giving  the  rest  to  another 
object  of  the  power,  but  the  deed-poll  gives,  in  sub- 
stance, an  absolute  interest  to  each  daughter  in  one 
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1856,  moiety  of  the  property,  and  to  this  absolute  interest 
superadds  a  power  of  alienation  during  coverture.  With 
what  view  and  object  is  this  power  added  ?  Obviously 
TuowBLL.  only  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  daughter  to  dis- 
pose of  her  property  during  coverture,  or,  in  other 
words,  as  I  have  stated,  of  taking  away  from  her  that 
protection  which  the  law  throws  around  her,  and  which 
the  testator  did  not  think  fit  to  dispense  with.  I  am 
far  from  dissenting  from  the  cases  cited,  or  from  dis- 
puting the  general  proposition  contended  for  by  the 
Plaintiffs ;  but  I  think  it  the  duty  of  the  Court,  in  the 
case  of  a  power  of  appointment  in  favour  of  children, 
especially  to  look  at  the  real  scope  and  object  of  the 
power,  and  of  the  mode  in  which  it  is  exercised,  to  see 
that  it  has  been  fairly  carried  into  effect  for  the  benefit 
of  the  children,  and  not  sought  to  be  eluded  by  a  pro- 
ceeding which,  though  it  may  be  correct  in  form,  is 
vicious  in  principle  and  opposed  to  the  real  object  sought 
to  be  attained. 

This  is,  in  my  opinion,  the  case  here,  and,  in  my 
opinion,  the  deed-poll  executed  by  the  wife  was  either 
wholly  inoperative,  or  it  was  operative  and  availing  only, 
so  far  as  it  divided  the  property  of  the  testator  equally 
between  the  two  daughters ;  and  that,  so  far  as  it  sought 
to  superadd  to  that  division  a  power  of  disposition 
during  coverture,  it  is  defective  and  void.  In  either 
case  the  result  is  the  same,  and  the  settlement  executed 
on  the  24th  of  ilfay,  1844,  is,  in  my  opinion,  wholly 
without  effect,  and  one-half  of  the  testator's  property 
vested  in  Mrs.  Blood,  on  the  decease  of  the  mother, 
and  the  other  moiety  was  vested  in  trust  for  Mrs.  Jebb, 
for  her  life,  and  after  her  decease  it  will  have  to  be 
divided  amongst  her  children,  in  such  shares  as  she  may 
appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment,  amongst  them 
equally. 

Probably 
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^Probably  it  will  be  better  for  all  parties  that  I  should 

[n^ke  a  declaration  to  this  effect,  in  which  case  the  costs 

of  sJl  parties  will  come  out  of  the  fund,  rather  than  that 

/  ^  Jiould,  by  any  other  form  of  decree,  leave  the  matter 

Up     be  contested  hereafter  between  these  parties  or  by 

th^ir  children. 


ABSTRACT  OF  ORDER. 

De^^lare  the  deed  of  the  23rd  of  May,  1844,  inoperative  and  null 
in^  ^roid,  except  bo  far  as  it  appoints  the  property  in  equal  moieties. 

I>^<s]are  the  deed  of  the  24th  of  Mat/  null  and  void,  and  that 
^*^-  JSlood  is  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  the  property,  and,  on  her 
deeea.s«,  her  children  (if  any)  will  become  entitled  to  the  same,  in 
^^^  proportions,  &c  &c.  And  in  default  of  children,  Mrs.  Blood 
^*  ^c*  absolutely  entitled  to  the  said  moiety  (o). 

^^*^^^ilar  declaration  as  to  other  moiety.  Direct  inquiries  as  to  the 
^**^P^*^y,  and  what  part  should  remain  in  specie. 


2  1^^  See  Carver  v.  Bowles,  2  Russ,  Sf  M.  301 ;  Kam0  v.  Jonei^ 
^.  ''^•^^'J^yse;  RingY.  Hurdwick,  2  Beav»  352;  Campbell  y.  Brown- 
^^*  1  FhUl.  301  ;  Green  v.  Harvey,  1  Hare,  431  ;  Eaton  v. 
J^^^c^r,  2  Coll.  124;  Scawin  v.  WaUvn,  10  Beav.  200 ;  and  2  H.  Sf 
i^-  ^  24;  1  Af.  ^  Gor.  561;  Kay  v.  Winder,  12  Beav.  610;  and 
^^^^^ti.  Lamb,  14  Bern).  490. 


"XE.— Upon  appeal,  the  Lords  Justices  reversed  the  decision  on 
«;x)nd  point 
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^,  ,,  ,,  ROBINSON  V.  ANDERSON. 

Feb.  13, 14. 

wlidt^w'^who  T^  1838,  the  owner  of  the  market-place  of  iir^nytroW 

are  not  then  commenced  actions  against  two  persons  for  nonpay- 

we^^mph^^^  ment  of  tolls  and  stallage,  whereupon  they  and  other 

in  the  same  inhabitants  agreed  to  bear  the  expense  of  defending  the 

client,  as  in  actions;  and  they  appointed  a  committee  to  communicate 

the  defence  of  ^j^jj  ^n  attorney  for  that  purpose. 

an  action,  the  j  r     r 

primdjacie 

law  u"that^  The  Plaintiff,  Robinson,  was,  in   the  first  instance, 

they  are  part-    retained  by  the  committee  to  defend  the  actions;   and 

particular         ^^  instructed  Mr.  Fiddey,  his  town  agent,  to  enter  an 

matter,  and  appearance,  which  was  accordingly  done. 

entiUedtoan  ^^  '  ^^ 

equal  share 

of  the  joint  The  Plaintiff  alleged,  that  on  the  16th  of  June,  1838, 

profits,  irre-  .  r  T-    i    •  i  i     •  /- 

spective  of  the  m  consequence  of  his  bemg  the  relative  or  professional 

quantity  of  adviser  of  several  of  the  joint  owners  of  the  market- 
formed  by  place,  he  proposed  that  some  other  attorney  should  be 
Where  the  retained  jointly  with  him  ;  and  that  thereupon  the  De- 
contrary  is  fendant  Anderson  was  appointed;  that  the  Plaintiff 
burden  of  ^^^^  communicated  with  the  Defendant,  and  informed 
yroof  18  on  j^j^  ^f  i\^q  joint  retainer,  and  all  that  had  previously 
bim  alleging  It.  **  ,  ,       tn   /•      i  i 

taken  place,  and  that  the  Defendant  thereupon  con- 
sented to  act  jointly  with  the  Plaintiff  in  the  defence  of 
the  actions,  and  to  divide  the  profits  equally. 

The  Defendant  denied  that  any  proposal  had  been 
made  to  him  as  to  the  joint  retainer,  he  stated,  that 
he  was  retained  by  the  Plaintiff,  acting  as  he  understood 
and  believed,  as  the  agent  of  the  parties  to  the  agree- 
ment, and  that  the  only  agreement  come  to  between 
him  and  the  Plaintiff  was,  that  they  should  be  respec- 
tively 
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tively  paid  for  the  business  which  they  should  respec- 
tively transai'ty  and  should  advance  the  monies  required 
to  carry  on  the  same^  so  far  as  was  necessary  with  re- 
spect to  the  particular  business  transacted  by  them  re-  Akdirion. 
spectively,  and  that  no  agreement  was  come  to  as  to 
their  respective  shares  of  the  profits. 

In  the  latter  end  of  1845,  the  Plaintiff  being  unwil- 
ling to  lay  out  more  money,  communicated  with  the 
Defendant,  and  offered  to  relinquish  all  further  partici- 
pation, if  paid  his  costs  out  of  pocket.  The  Defendant 
not  agreeing  to  this,  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  22nd  of 
January,  1846,  communicated  the  correspondence  to 
the  committee,  and  expressed  himself  as  hopeless  of  a 
favourable  issue,  and  thereupon  they  resolved  that  the 
Defendant  should  proceed  himself. 

Ultimately,  and  on  the  9th  of  February^  1848,  the 
parties  to  the  actions  agreed  that  they  should  be 
stopped,  that  the  Defendant  should  have  judgment, 
and  that  each  party  should  pay  their  own  costs. 

The  Defendant  afterwards,  without  consulting  the 
Plaintiff,  delivered  to  the  committee  a  separate  bill  of 
costs,  amounting  to  1,0582.  16^.  Id.,  but  not  containing 
any  entries  respecting  monies  laid  out  by  Fiddey  (the 
town  agent),  and  making  no  mention  of  the  Plaintiff. 
In  June,  1849,  the  Plaintiff  delivered  another  bill  of 
costs  to  the  committee,  amounting  to  7362.  14^.,  includ- 
ing Fiddet/s  items,  which,  after  deducting  sums  re- 
ceived, showed  a  balance  of  6622.  Is.  remaining  due;  of 
which  the  Defendant  was  entitled  to  317Z.  16«.  3<2,  and 
which,  together  with  107/.  13«.  costs  out  of  pocket, 
amoiinted  to  425/.  9«.  3c/. 

The  Plaintiff  then  applied  for  an  equal  division  of 
h2  the 
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the  monies  received  by  the  Dependant,  but  the  latter 
said  he  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  claims  of  the  Plain- 
tiff. 

The  Plaintiff  then  filed  his  bill  to  obtain  a  declara- 
tion of  his  right,  and  for  an  account  and  division  of  the 
clear  profits  of  the  business. 

Mr.  a.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Mendall,  for  the  Plaintiff. 


Mr.  Roupell,  and  Mr.  C  C  Barbery  for  the  De- 
fendant. There  has  no  doubt  been  a  retainer  of  the 
two  solicitors,  but  the  question  really  is,  whether  a  part- 
nership was  constituted,  and  if  so,  what  were  its  terms. 
The  committee,  who  had  the  management  of  the  matter, 
were  of  opinion  that  another  person,  besides  the  Plain- 
tiff, should  be  employed,  and  in  fact  the  Defendant  was 
brought  in,  in  order  to  control  the  Plaintiff.  There  were 
separate  retainers  for  one  matter  of  business,  but  no 
partnership.  Nothing  passed  between  the  parties  which 
amounted  to  a  contract  to  divide  the  profits ;  it  was 
like  a  joint  appointment  of  two  surgeons,  but  nothing 
like  a  partnership  was  created ;  the  Plaintiff  and  De- 
fendant were  each  to  take  certain  duties  in  defending 
the  actions,  and  to  receive  the  remuneration  due  for 
their  respective  work. 

The  question  is,  what  does  the  law  imply  as  a  con- 
clusion from  the  employment,  in  one  matter,  of  two  pro- 
fessional persons.  If  two  persons  of  different  standing, 
and  whoiie  services  were  of  different  value,  were  em- 
ployed, that  would  not  constitute  a  partnership.  The 
obi*ervations  of  Vice- Chancellor  Wigram  in  Webster  v. 
Brat/{a)f  show,  that  even  where  there  is  a  joint  retainer, 

there 

(fl)  7  Hare,  167—170. 
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there  is  not   necessarily  a  partnership,  but  here  there        1855. 

was  not  even  a  joint  retainer.     In  McGregor  v.  Bain- 

hrigge  (a),  it  is  said  they  would  "  prima  facie  share  in 

the  profits/*  but  that  depends  upon  a  variety  of  con-     Anderson, 

siderations,  such  as  the  condition  of  the  parties,  the 

nature  of  the  business,  &c.,  for  it  is  not  a  conclusion  of 

law  that  the  profits  of  separate  labour  are  to  be  equally 

divided.     Both  parties  inserted  charges  in  their  bills  for 

attendances  at  consultations  between  them,  this  could 

not  be  if  they  were  partners. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

If,  as  I  suspect,  charges  for  consultations  between 
two  solicitors,  jointly  employed,  would,  on  taxation,  be 
struck  out,  the  argument  raised  on  these  charges  fails, 
because  the  charges  would  be  improper. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  was  stopped  in  his  reply  by 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  who  said  he  would  read 
the  evidence  before  hearing  the  reply.  His  present  im- 
pression was,  that  he  must  presume  a  partnership,  and 
in  the  absence  of  agreement,  the  profits  must  be  divided 
equally. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Feb.  14. 

In  looking  through  these  papers,  and  the  correspond- 
ence which  has  taken  place,  I  have  directed  my  atten- 
tion, in  the  first  place,  to  the  point  which  is  always 
very  material,  namely,  on  whom  the  burden  of  proof 
lies;  and  what,  in  the  absence  of  proof,  the  Court  must 

consider 
(fl)  7  Eare,  164,  n. 
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consider  to  be  the  law  which  regulates  the  rights  of  the 
parties. 

Now  I  should  entertain  no  doubt,  even  if  I  had  not 
been  confirmed  by  the  two  cases  of  Webster  v.  Sray  (a) 
and  McGregor  v.  Bainbrigge (^b),  that  where  two  soli- 
citors undertake  a  matter  of  business  on  behalf  of  a 
client,  the  same  rule  would  follow  in  that,  as  in  any 
other  undertaking  where  two  persons  carry  on  a  busi- 
ness jointly  on  behalf  of  themselves,  or  as  agents  of 
other  persons.  It  is,  in  point  of  fact,  a  limited  partner- 
ship for  a  particular  sort  of  business.  Assuming  no- 
thing to  have  been  said  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the 
profits  were  to  be  divided,  it  appears  to  me  to  follow, 
as  a  necessary  consequence  of  law,  that  they  are  to  be 
divided  equally  between  them.  And,  although  one  may 
do  more  business  and  have  exerted  himself  more  than 
the  other,  yet,  if  nothing  is  said  upon  the  subject  of 
profits,  the  presumption  is,  that  they  are  to  be  equally 
divided  between  them.  It  appears  to  me,  that  if  the 
clients  had  gone  to  Mr.  Robinson  and  Mr.  Anderson, 
and  said,  **  We  wish  you  to  undertake  the  business  for 
us,"  and  thereupon  Mr.  Robinson  and  Mr.  Anderson 
had  both  said,  "  We  agree  to  do  so,'*  and  nothing  had 
taken  place  between  them  as  to  the  manner  in  which 
they  were  to  be  paid,  the  necessary  consequence  would 
have  been,  that  after  payment  of  the  costs  out  of  pocket, 
the  net  profits  made  by  the  business  would  have  been 
divisible  equally  between  them,  and  that  neither  of 
them  could  say  to  the  other,  *'  I  have  done  more  busi- 
ness than  you  have,  and  am,  therefore,  entitled  to  a  larger 
share  of  profits."  It  was  the  duty  of  the  party  who 
intended  that  this  should  not  be  a  partnership  transac- 
tion, and  that  he  should   be  paid  for  the  amount  of 

business 
(a)  7  Hare,  159.  (6)  7  Hare,  164,  n. 
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busiuess  which  he  did,  without  participating  in  that  of 
the  other,  bo  to  express  himself. 


The  state  of  the  case  is,  that  the  clients  in  this  case,  Amoemoh. 
the  Defendants  in  the  actions  of  Lockwood  v.  Wood, 
went  to  Mr.  Robinson^  their  solicitor,  who  acted  for  a 
little  while,  and  then  an  arrangement  took  place,  by 
which  he  was  instructed  by  them  to  associate  with  him- 
self Mr.  Anderson,  as  the  solicitor  to  conduct  the 
defence.  He  goes  to  Mr.  Anderson,  and,  as  far  as  I 
can  make  out  from  the  evidence,  what  took  place  be* 
tween  them  was  in  substance  this : — he  said,  **  Will  you 
join  with  me  in  carrying  on  this  business  Y'  and  Mr. 
Anderson  answered  he  would,  and  nothing  whatever 
was  said  as  to  any  division  of  profits,,  or  respecting 
the  remuneration  of  the  parties.  That  is  the  result 
which  I  have  arrived  at,  from  the  evidence  of  the  Plain- 
tiS',  and  from  his  cross-examination.  If  the  case  rested 
there,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  presumption  of  law  is, 
that  the  profits  were  to  be  divided  equally.  But  if  it 
is  alleged  that  a  different  contract  was  come  to  at  the 
time,  who  is  it  that  is  required  to  prove  it?  Why  the 
person  who  alleges  it,  namely,  Mr.  Anderson.  I  have, 
therefore,  looked  through  the  evidence  carefully,  and 
my  opinion  is,  that  he  fails  in  proving  that  any  difierent 
contract  was  come  to,  and  the  documents  appear  to  me 
to  furnish  evidence,  to  some  extent,  confirmatory  of  the 
view,  that  this  was  a  joint  business,  and  that  the  profits 
were  to  be  equally  divided.  [His  Honor  here  referred 
to  the  letters.] 

It  appears  to  me  to  be  impossible  to  say,  that  there 
was  that  which  Mr.  Anderson  is  bound  to  establish, 
viz.  any  agreement  or  any  contract  between  the  parties, 
that  each  party  should  carry  on  his  own  business  sepa- 
rately, and  be  paid  for  the  business  which  he  himself 

conducted, 
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conducted,  totally  irrespective  of  the  PlaintifT.  I  think 
not  only  that  the  contrary  is  proved,  but  that,  in  the 
absence  of  any  evidence,  the  presumption  of  law  would 
have  been  in  favour  of  an  opposite  conclusion,  upon  the 
mere  fact  of  a  joint  employment. 


I  must  make  a  declaration,  that  the  defence  of  these 
actions  of  Lockwood  v.  Wood  and  Lockwood  v.  Lund, 
down  to  the  23rd  of  January,  1846,  was  a  joint  employ- 
ment, and  that  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  were  in- 
terested in  the  profits,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions. 

Then  direct  an  account  of  what  is  due  to  both  parties 
upon  these  transactions. 

I  must  give  the  Plaintiff  his  costs  of  so  much  of  the 
suit  as  is  occasioned  by  the  Defendant  disputing  the 
joint  liability.  But  further  than  that,  I  shall  make  no 
order  as  to  costs,  because  I  am  not  at  all  clear  that  in 
other  respects  the  suit  was  absolutely  necessary. 


Note. — An  appeal  to  the  Lords  Justices  was  dismissed  with  costs 
on  the  25th  of  May,  1855. 
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HATCH  V.  HATCH. 

March  14,  15. 
TITRS.  HA  TCH  had  a  testamentary  power  of  ap-  a,,  by  will, 
^^  pointing  the  advowson  of  the  rectory  of  Sutton.      J^Jf J  ^^^^^ 

death  of  the 
Having  three  sons,  ThomaSf  Henry  and  Charles,  she  ^^"  tome^' 

by  will,   dated  in   1807,  appointed,   that  "  upon   the  fent  A.  to  the 
J     1     r    .  .  /^'^  '  ,     ^.  living  of  S.,  in 

death  of  the  present  incumbent,  or  of  any  other  mcum-  case  he  should 

bent  that  may  be  presented  during  the  joint  lives  of  toke  Orders; 

me  and  my  said  husband/*  the  trustees  should  present  should  not,  or 

to  the  rectory  her  son  Henry ,  **in  case  "  (she  proceeded  ^q|Ji|  die  i" 

to  say)  ''he  shall  take  Orders,  and  become  qualified  to  fill  the  lifetime  of 

the  incumbency  thereof;  and  in  case  he  shall  not  take  p^'sent  B   in 

Orders  and  become  a  clergyman,  or  being  so,  shall  die  ^^f^  he  should 

in  the  lifetime  of  my  son  Charles  Hatch,  then  do  and  and  after  their 

shall  present  to  the  said   rectory   of  Sutton  my  son  *«^«™lde- 

Charles  Hatch,  in  case  he  shall  take  Orders  and  become  such  of  them 

a  clergyman,    and    qualified    to   fill   the   incumbency  Order" and^be 

thereof.     And  from  and  after  their  several   deceases,  presented,  or 

or  of  such  of  them  as  shall  take  Holy  Orders  and  be  of  neither 

presented  thereto,  or  upon  the  event  of  neither  of  them  |?^^^  9*^6™, 

taking  Holy  Orders  and  becoming  a  clergyman,  then  the  advowson 

upon  such  events  so  happening,"  she  devised  and  ap-  Jj^^  \harthe 

pointed  the  rectory  to  her  eldest  son  Thomas  Hatch,  in  gifts  in  favour 
f  .    of  J,  and  B. 

•  were  in  succes- 

sion and  not 
alternative, 
The  testatrix  died  in  1819,  and  the  living  having  first  «»d  that  on 

^  ^^  the  death  of 

become  a.,  B.  was 
entitled  to  be 
presented. 
A  testator  having  the  power  of  disposing  of  an  advowson  (subject  to  the  existing 
iocambency  of  A,,  and  a  contingent  right  of  B,  to  be  afterwards  presented),  devised 
"the  nest  avoidance  thereof"  in  favour  of  C.     Held,  that  '*  the  next"  meant,  the 
next  the  testator  had  power  to  dispose  of,  viz.  that  following  the  incumbency  of  A. 
indoTB. 
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1856.       become  vacant,  in  1831,  Henry  Hatch  was  presented 
thereto,  and  was  now  the  incumbent. 

Thomas  Hatchy  the  son,  by  his  will,  dated  in  June, 
1831,  devised  the  rectory  to  his  trustees,  ''  upon  trust 
to  present  his  son,  Henry  John  Hatch,  to  the  same, 
on  the  next  avoidance  thereof,  if  he  be  desirous  of 
being  presented  to  the  same ;  and  from  and  after  such 
presentation,  or  in  case  of  the  relinquishment  of  the 
same  by  the  said  Henry  John  Hatch,  or  of  his  death 
before  there  shall  be  any  avoidance  of  the  said  advow- 
son,  then  upon  trust  to  sell  the  same,"  for  the  purposes 
therein  expressed. 

Charles  Hatch  and  Henry  John  Hatch  were  both  in 
Holy  Orders,  and  the  two  principal  questions  raised  by 
this  special  case  were,  first,  whether,  under  the  will  of 
Mrs.  Hatch,  Charles  Hatch  would  or  not  be  entitled  to 
be  presented  to  the  rectory  of  Sutton  upon  the  avoid- 
ance thereof  by  the  death  or  cessation  of  the  present 
incumbent,  Henry  Hatch,  in  his  lifetime;  secondly,  if 
so,  and  he  should  become  incumbent  in  the  lifetime  of 
Henry  John  Hatch,  upon  the  first  avoidance  thereof, 
then  whether,  under  the  will  of  Thomas  Hatch,  the 
Plaintiflf  Henry  John  Hatch  would  or  not  be  entitled 
to  be  presented  to  the  same  rectory,  upon  the  next  suc- 
ceeding avoidance  thereof  by  the  death  or  cessation  of 
the  Defendant  Charles  Hatch,  in  the  lifetime  of  Henry 
John  Hatch, 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Faber,  for  the  Plaintiff  Henry 
John  Hatch.  The  question  of  construction  is,  whether 
the  testatrix,  Mrs.  Hatch,  is  to  be  understood  as  direct- 
ing two  successive,  or  one  alternative  presentation;  that 
is,  whether  Charles  is  still  entitled  to  a  presentation,  or 
whether  her  direction  was  satisfied  by  the  presentation 

of 
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of  Hmry  Hatchj  the  present  incumbent;  the  Plain-  1856. 
tiff  contends  for  the  latter  construction.  That  point 
will  be  determined  by  considering  what  was  the  par- 
ticular subject  of  these  various  directions ;  for  if  you 
find  the  will  referring  to  the  avoidance  next  after  the 
death  of  the  then  present  incumbent,  you  cannot  make 
tbe  disposing  power  greater  than  the  subject  of  disposi- 
tion itself.  Now  look  at  the  words.  '^  The  said  trustees 
shall,  upon  the  death  of  the  present  incumbent,  or  any 
other  incumbent  that  may  be  presented  during  the  joint 
lifes  &c.,  present  my  son  Henry  Hatch^  in  case  &c., 
and  in  case  he  shall  not  take  Orders,  or  &c.,  do  and 
shall  present  my  son  Charles  Hatch,  in  case  &c."  The 
words  '^  die  in  the  lifetime*'  must  be  limited  to  '*  dying 
before  a  vacancy."  As  to  Henry^  she  means  an  avoid- 
ance after  her  own  death;  and  adopting  the  same  con- 
struction in  the  subsequent  clause,  the  words  "from  and 
after  their  several  deceases,"  &c.,  cannot  be  understood 
absolutely  without  any  qualification,  but  must  mean 
''deceases  before  a  vacancy;"  for  suppose  neither  took 
Orders,  if  the  words  are  to  be  taken  in  their  abso- 
lute unlimited  sense,  then  there  is  the  whole  period 
of  their  lives  in  which  the  presentation  is  to  be  made, 
and  which  may  extend  far  beyond  the  subject-matter  of 
tbe  disposition,  viz.  the  next  avoidance  after  Mrs. 
Hatch's  death.  But  further,  it  is  from  and  after  their 
several  deceases,  or  of  such  of  them  as  shall  take  Holy 
Orders,  and  be  presented.  That  means  one  of  them— 
"such  one  of  them" — '*  such"  meaning  less  than  the 
whole  number,  and  therefore  there  is  to  be  but  one  pre- 
sentation. 

With  respect  to  the  will  of  Thomas  Hatch,  the  son, 
who  thereby  directed  his  trustees  to  present  Henry  John 
Batch  to  the  living,  **  on  the  next  avoidance  thereof;" 
tbe  question  is,  what  he  means  by  ''  the  next  avoidance 

thereof." 


Hatch 

V. 
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1855.  thereof."  "  Next  avuidance  "  must  mean  next  with  re- 
ference,  not  to  the  death  of  the  testator,  but  next  in  re- 
ference to  the  thing  devised.  The  question  will  not 
Hatch.  arise  if  the  Court  should  hold  that  Cliarles  is  not  en- 
titled to  be  presented  after  Henry;  but  if,  on  the  con- 
trary, it  should  hold  that  he  is  so  entitled,  the  question 
will  arise.  If  it  should  be  held  that  Charles  is  entitled 
after  Henry^  then  it  must  be  assumed  that  the  testator 
knew  it,  and  he  must  mean  the  next  avoidance  it  was 
competent  for  him  and  not  the  next  which  it  was 
not  competent  for  him  to  dispose  of.  He  was  dispos- 
ing of  a  reversion,  and  must  mean  "  any  next  avoid- 
ance." 

Mr.  Dickenson  for  some  of  the  parlies  interested  in 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale..  It  is  immaterial  to  the  De- 
fendants who  are  interested  in  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
who,  if  only  one,  is  appointed;  the  only  difference 
would  be,  that  Charles  is  older  than  the  Plaintiff,  Henry 
John.  It  is  not  the  "  next  avoidance  but  one,"  as  is 
contended  by  the  other  side. 

Mr.  ShapteTf  for  one  of  the  residuary  legatees  of 
Thomas,  the  son,  interested  in  the  proceeds  of  the  sale, 
opposed  the  claim  of  the  Plaintiff  as  heir  at  law  of 
Thomas,  and  contended  that  the  rectory  passed  under 
the  trust  for  sale. 

Mr,  Bristowe,  for  the  last  two  Defendants,  con- 
tended, that  the  first  will  was  satisfied  the  moment 
Henry  was  appointed  to  the  living..  The  question,  he 
said,  turned  upon  the  word  **  then,"  which  referred  to 
the  period  when  the  trust  arose,  that  is,  the  death  of 
the  incumbent. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  Mr.  A.  Smith,  and  Mr.  Rasch,  for 
other  Defendants. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Lloydf  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion,  first,  that 
the  reasonable  construction  of  the  will  of  the  testatrix 
was,  tliat  the  gifts  in  favour  of  her  two  sons,  Henry  and 
CharleSf  were  successive,  and  not  alternative. 
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Secondly,  that  the  expression,  "  next  avoidance,"  in 
the  will  of  Thomas,  must  mean  the  next  over  which  the 
testator's  will  could  operate. 


HINDLE  V.  TAYLOR. 

March  15. 
npHE  testator  devised  his  real  estate  to  his  eldest  son,  a  testator 

^     John  F.  Hindu,  for  life ;  remainder  to  the  use  of  f ''^^  ,^^^ 
'  '  trustees  to 

two  trustees  {Johnson  and  Custance\  for  five  hundred  stand  possessed 
years;  remainder  to  the  sons  and  daughters  of  John  F.  °  certain  ' 

Hindle  successively  in  tail ;  remainders  to  William  F.  e^ent,  "  upon 
rr<    11         1  1  •  111  •     1-1  •  1    ""ch  trasts  as 

Hindu  and  his  sons  and  daughters  m  like  manner,  with  ^ere  therein- 
after declared 


divers  remainders  over. 


concerning 
the  sum  of 


The  trusts  of  the  term  of  five  hundred  years  were  to  f^^X?  b^^^"^ 

raise  portions  for  younger  children  ;  and  if  there  should  queathed  in 

be  a  failure  of  sons  of  the  body  of  John  F.  HindU  and  benefit  of  his 

of  their  issue,  and  any  of  the  subsequent  limitations  f*?"  ^*''*^?' 

'  his  wife  and 

should  take  effect,  then  Johnson  and  distance  were  to  children." 

raise  20,000/.,  and  stand  possessed  of  one-fourth  part  ^^^^^^ 

thereof,  "  upon  such  trusts  as  were  thereinafter  declared  two  other  tnis- 

concemingthe  sum  o/*20,000/.Three-and-a-HalfperCent.  in^rust^upona 

Consolidated  Bank  Annuities  thereinafter  bequeathed  in  different  event, 

^  to  pay  Wil- 

trust  lianCt  wife  an 
annuity  of 
200/  A  year.   Held  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that  she  was  entitled  to  two  annuities, 
one  out  of  each  fund,  lif  the  income  were  adequate. 
ADnnitict  held  not  payable  out  of  corpui. 
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1866.  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  testator's  son,  William  F. 
Hindle^  his  wife^  children  and  issue,  as  thereinafter 
was  mentioned." 

The  testator  subsequently  directed  two  other  trustees 
{Jackson  and  Pedder)  to  stand  possessed  of  the  sum  of 
20,000Z.  Three-and-a-Half  per  Cents.,  upon  trust  to  pay 
the  dividends  thereof  to  his  son  William F.Hindle  for  his 
life,  and  after  his  decease,  in  trust  during  the  widowhood 
of  the  PlaintiflP,  his  wife,  to  pay  her  out  of  the  interest, 
dividends  and  annual  produce  of  the  sum  of  20,000Z. 
Three-and-a-Half  per  Cents.,  the  clear  yearly  sum  of 
200/.,  to  be  reduced  to  100/.  a  year  if  she  should  marry 
again  ;  the  first  payments  to  be  made  at  the  end  of  one 
calendar  month  after  the  death  of  William  F.  Hindle. 
And  subject  as  aforesaid,  the  sum  of  20,000/.  Three-and- 
a-Half  per  Cents.,  ''  subject  to  the  said  provision  for 
William  F.  Hindle's  wife,"  were  to  be  held  upon  trust 
for  the  children  of  William  F.  Hindh. 

The  testator  died  in  July,  1831 ;  John  F,  Hindle  died 
in  February,  1849,  without  having  had  any  issue,  and 
William  F.  Hindle  died  in  April,  1853,  leaving  his  wife 
Elizabeth,  and  two  daughters,  surviving.  The  widow 
claimed,  during  her  widowhood,  two  yearly  sums  of  200/. 
each,  one  of  them  payable  under  the  trusts  of  the  one- 
fourth  part  of  the  sum  of  20,000/.  directed  to  be  raised, 
and  the  other  payable  under  the  trusts  of  the  20,000/. 
Three-and-a-Half  per  Cents.  And  in  case  of  a  defi- 
ciency of  the  dividends  to  pay  the  first  200/.,  she  claimed 
to  have  it  raised  out  of  the  corpus  of  the  one-fourth  of 
20,000/. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Little  for  the  Plaintiff, 
Mrs.  Elizabeth  Hindle.  The  trust  of  the  first  fund  is 
to  be  executed  by  difierent  trustees  from  the  trustees 

of 
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Ill 


of  the  second.  There  are  distinct  trusts  of  the  different 
funds,  and  the  two  annuities  are  in  fact  distinct  gifls,  to 
take  effect  at  different  times.  The  Plaintiff  is  expressly 
mentioned,  and  is  as  much  an  object  of  the  testator's 
bounty  as  the  sons  and  their  children ;  and  though  the 
trusts  of  one  annuity  are  referential,  and  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  trusts  of  the  other,  yet  there  is  a  distinct 
machinery  for  executing  each  of  the  two  trusts,  and  one 
fund  cannot  therefore  be  considered  an  accretion  to  the 
other. 


1855. 


It  is  the  same  as  if  the  trusts  were  repeated.  For 
brevity's  sake  the  trusts  are  declared  by  reference; 
this  is  constantly  done  where  there  are  gifts  to  several 
daughters ;  the  trusts  are  first  declared  as  to  the  portion 
of  the  eldest,  and  the  trusts  of  the  rest  are  declared  by 
reference  to  them.  It  may  be  said/ that  the  income  of 
the  one-fourth  part  of  the  20,000/.  to  be  so  raised  would 
not  produce  enough  to  pay  an  annuity  of  200/.  a  year ; 
bnt  that  proceeds  upon  the  assumption  that  the  invest- 
ment must  be  made  in  Consols  ;  but  there  being  no  pro- 
vision or  direction  as  to  the  mode  of  investment,  the 
trustees  may  invest  it,  on  real  security,  at  five  per 
cent,  HiU  on  Trustees  (a).  Again,  if  the  income  be  in- 
sufficient to  pay  the  annuity,  the  corpus  of  the  fund  is 
chargeable  with  the  deficiency ;  May  v.  Bennett  (b) ; 
Wright  v.  Cullender  {c) ;  Foster  v.  Smith  (rf)  ;  Wrough- 
Urn  ▼•  Cctquhoun  (e). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  with  the  Defendant  on  the  second  question  as 
to  the  charge  on  the  corpus  of  the  fund. 

Mr. 


(o)Pa^37i. 

(6)  1  Ruu  370. 

(()  2  De  G.  M.  4  G.  652. 


(rf)  1  PldlL  629;  2   Y,  i^  C. 
(C.  C.)  193. 
(e)  \  DtG.i  Sm.  36. 
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Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Prendergastf  for  the  Defend- 
antSy  the  daughters  of  William  F,  Hindle. 

The  two  sums  of  6,000/.  and  20,000/.  were  to  form 
one  fund  for  the  payment  of  one  annuity  of  200/.  a  year, 
and  were  to  be  governed  by  the  same  set  of  trusts. 
The  6,000/.  was  consolidated  with  the  20,000/.  stock, 
and  the  annuity  was  to  be  paid  out  of  the  aggregate 
fund.  The  testator  could  not  have  intended  200/.  a 
year  to  be  paid  out  of  the  income  of  6,000/.  sterling ; 
it  was  impossible.  Something  was  also  intended  for 
the  other  objects  of  the  testator's  bounty,  but  nothing 
would  be  left  for  them  if  200/.  was  to  be  paid  out  of 
the  income,  which  would  be  about  160/.  a  year.  The 
testator  annexed  the  two  funds,  and  directed  the  whole 
to  be  "  upon  such  trusts  as  were  thereinafter  declared," 
If,  amongst  the  trusts  declared  of  a  freehold  estate, 
there  was  one  for  raising  a  rentcharge  for  a  widow, 
and  afterwards  copyholds  and  leaseholds  were  conveyed 
"  upon  such  trusts  as  were  thereinafter  declared,"  the 
widow  would  not  be  entitled  to  two  rentcharges,  one 
out  of  the  freehold  and  the  other  out  of  the  copyholds 
and  leaseholds. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


I  am  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  first  point. 
I  see  no  mode  of  reading  this  will,  except  by  repeating 
in  the  first  gift  the  trusts  which  are  contained  in  the 
second  part  of  the  will.  The  testator  gives  20,000/., 
and  directs  that  one  quarter  of  it  shall  be  held  "  upon 
such  trusts  as  were  thereinafter  declared  concerning 
the  sum  of  20,000/.,  thereinafter  bequeathed  in  trust 
for  the  benefit  of  his  son,  his  wife  and   children  and 

issue." 
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issue."    That  is  to  say,  it  is  upon  such  trusts  for  the        1855. 
benefit  of  the  son's  wife,  for  the  benefit  of  the  son's 
children  and  issue,  as  are  after  mentioned.     Then  I 
most  look  at  what  those  trusts  are,  and  I  must  re- 
peat them  over  again  here.     I  cannot,  in  my  opinion, 
read  this  as  if  these  words  were  expunged,  and  as  if 
the  5,000/.  was  to  form  an  aggregate  fund  with  the 
20,000/.,  3J/.  per  cents,  after  mentioned,  in  which  case, 
no  doubt,  there  would  be  one  consolidated  fund,  sub- 
ject to  the  trusts  described  with  respect  to  them  both. 
But  here  the  5,000/.  is  to  be  held  upon  the  trusts  which 
are  hereinafter  declared  concerning  the  sum  of  20,000/. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  I  must  repeat  those  trusts  over 
again  in  the  present  instance.     If  those  trusts  were  to 
give  a  life  estate  to  the  widow,  she  would  take  a  life 
estate  in  both.     In  truth,  the  trustees  of  the  20,000/. 
are  to  give  her  an  annuity  of  200/.  a  year.    The  trus- 
tees of  the  other  fund  are  to  give  her  an  annuity  of  200/. 
a  year,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  together  they  are  to  pay 
her  two  annuities.     Nor  can  I  see  any  just  principle  of 
construction,  on  which,  introducing  all  the  trusts  which 
are  mentioned  respecting  the  20,000/.,  exactly  as  they 
stand,  I  am  simply  to  exclude  one  of  them,  which  is 
for  the  benefit  of  the  wife,  and  more  especially  as  he  ex- 
pressly introduces  her  as  being  one  of  the  objects  of  his 
bounty  with  respect  to  the  one-fourth  of  the  20,000/. 

The  only  serious  argument  arises  from  the  admitted 
inadequacy  of  the  fund,  because  the  first  fund  will  not 
produce  200/.  a  year;  but  I  should  construe  that  ex- 
actly in  the  same  way  as  if  this  stood  by  itself,  and 
there  was  a  gift  of  one-fourth  of  20,000/.,  upon  trust 
to  pay  her  an  annuity  of  200/.  a  year.  I  should  have  no 
doubt  that  those  trusts  were  to  be  executed  as  far  as 
they  could  be,  and  the  fact  of  the  testator  having  given 
an  annuity  which  could  not  be  produced,  unless  the 

VOL.  XX.  I  fund 
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faDd  produced  four  per  cent,  per  annum,  would  not,  in 
my  opinion,  in  any  degree  affect  her  right  to  receive 
what  she  would  be  entitled  to  receive  under  those  trusts, 
if  they  were  here  repeated.  Neither  do  I  think  that 
I  am  at  liberty  to  cut  down  the  construction  of  the  first 
part  of  the  will  by  a  reference  to  the  trusts  of  the 
other  fourths. 

When  I  refer  to  the  trusts  of  the  20,000/.,  then  I 
think  that  the  annuity  of  2002.  a  year  is  limited  ex- 
pressly to  come  out  of  the  annual  produce.  It  is  given 
to  the  trustees  in  trust,  during  the  widowhood  oi  Eliza-* 
bethf  his  wife,  to  pay  her,  ''  out  of  the  interest,  dividends 
and  annual  produce"  of  the  20,000/.,  a  clear  yearly  sum 
of  200/.,  which,  if  she  marries  again,  is  to  be  reduced  to 
100/.  I  see  nothing  whatever,  then,  to  charge  it  upon 
the  corpus  or  capital  of  the  fund  ;  it  is,  in  fact,  a  charge 
simply  on  the  interest,  dividends  and  annual  produce, 
and  if  the  annual  produce  is  not  suflScient  to  pay  it,  in 
my  opinion,  it  fails,  because  it  is  charged  upon  that  and 
not  upon  the  corpus.  Then  he  disposes  of  the  fund, 
subject  to  her  charge  upon  it,  the  dividends  being  suffi- 
cient for  that  purpose.  It  is  merely  giving  the  capital 
and  remainder  of  the  dividends  to  the  children,  and,  in 
my  opinioti,  it  does  not  enable  her  to  charge  her  annuity 
on  the  corpus  of  the  fund,  if  the  dividends  should  be 
insufficient. 

The  case  of  May  v.  Bennett  (a)  is  distinguishable  in 
many  respects  from  this.  In  that  case  the  testator  bad 
directed  his  trustees  to  invest  such  a  sum  of  money  as 
would  produce  4200/.  a  year.  They  did  not  invest  such 
a  sum  as  would  produce  200/.  a  year,  they  invested  such 
a  sum  of  money  as  would  produce  200/.  at  the  time, 
but  afterwards,  by  the  effect  of  certain  Acts  of  Parlia- 
ment, it  fell  short  of  that,  so  that  the  testator's  intention 

was 
(a)  1  Ktisf.  370. 
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was  not  carried  into  effect.  The  other  case  of  Wright  1856. 
i.Cdlender(a)j  seems  to  me,  in  substance,  to  be  the 
same  decision.  There  the  testator  had  directed  the 
trustees^  out  of  his  residue,  to  invest  such  a  sum  of 
money  as  would  produce  2Z.  a  week  to  his  son.  They 
infested  a  sum  of  money  which  did  not  produce  2/.  a 
week  for  his  son,  and  thereupon  the  Lord  Justices  held, 
that  the  primary  intention  was,  that  the  son  should  have 
2{.  a  week,  and  they  therefore  charged  the  corpus  of  the 
sum  with  that  amount.  But  if  he  had  expressly  stated, 
that  they  should  invest  the  residue,  and  out  of  the  in- 
terest, dividends,  and  annual  produce  thereof,  pay  a  cer- 
tain sum  of  money,  then  a  different  question  might  have 
arisen.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  in  this  case 
the  annuity  is  not  charged  upon  the  corpus  of  the  fund. 

I  am  further  of  opinion,  that  it  is  not  incumbent  upon 
the  trustees  to  invest  the  5,000Z.  on  real  security,  for 
the  purpose  of  creating  a  larger  degree  of  interest, 
assuming  that  a  larger  amount  of  interest  could  be 
obtained  without  incurring  any  risk  to  the  capital  of  the 
fund.  I  propose,  therefore,  to  answer  the  two  ques- 
tions, not  exactly  as  they  stand  in  either  event,  but  I 
should  say  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  two  annuities, 
if  the  interest  of  one-fourth  of  the  20,000/.  be  sufficient 
to  pay  a  second  annuity  of  200/.  per  annum ;  but  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  first  annuity  for  200/.  is  not  charged 
open  the  corpus  of  the  one-fourth  of  the  20,000/.,  which 
is  given  to  her. 

Let  four-fifths  of  the  costs  come  out  of  the  20,000/., 
and  one-fifth  out  of  the  5,000/.,  to  be  taxed  as  between 
solicitor  and  client,  there  being  no  residuary  estate  of 
the  testator. 

NoTE.^ — ^Reverted  on  the  first  point  by  Lord  Cranworth,  L.  C,  9th 
ifwmber,  1855. 

(a)  2  DeG.  Macn.  if  G.  652. 
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1855. 


Jan,  24. 

Two  trustees 
having  pro- 
perly sold  out 
trust  money, 
one  of  them 
handed  the 
cheque  for  the 
proceeds  to 
the  other,  who 
misapplied  it 
Held,  that 
they  were  hoth 
liable. 

It  is  a  con- 
tradiction in 
terms  to  say, 
that  a  trustee 
who  acts  is 
not  an  active 
trustee,  and  a 
defence  by  a 
trustee,  that 
he  only  acted 
for  conformi- 
ty's sake  is  un- 
availing. 


TRUTCH  V.  LAMPRELL. 

npHE  Plaintiff^  Caroline  Agnes  Trutch,  was  entitled, 
subject  to  the  life  interest  of  her  mother,  to  one 
moiety  of  a  sum  of  1,763Z.  35.  7d.  consols,  standing  in 
the  names  of  two  trustees,  luamprell  and  Holmes. 

Her  mother,  who  had  assigned  her  life  estate  to 
secure  640/.,  proposed  absolutely  to  assign  her  life 
interest  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  should 
pay  off  the  mortgage  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
a  moiety  of  the  stock,  which  would  then  belong  to  her 
absolutely  in  possession.  The  Plaintiff  assented,  and 
on  the  25th  of  July^  1853,  an  absolute  assignment  was 
executed  to  the  Plaintiff.  On  the  same  day,  LampreU 
and  Holmes f  the  trustees,  at  the  Plaintiff's  request,  sold 
out  one  moiety  thereof,  and  out  of  the  proceeds  paid  the 
mortgage,  leaving  a  balance  of  193/.  For  this  sum 
another  cheque  was  drawn  by  the  stock-broker,  and 
put  into  the  hands  of  Holmes^  who  handed  it  over  to 
LampreU,  on  a  suggestion  by  the  latter,  that  he  had 
claims  against  the  Plaintiff,  which  he  would  first  settle, 
and  then  hand  over  the  balance  to  her.  LampreU,  having 
obtained  the  cheque,  applied  it  to  his  own  use.  He 
claimed  to  retain  the  greater  part  of  it  for  sums  amount- 
ing to  138/.,  for  which  he  alleged  the  Plaintiff  was 
liable  to  him ;  but,  except  43/.,  the  Plaintiff  repudiated 
the  whole  demand.  The  Plaintiff,  being  unable  to 
obtain  payment,  filed  her  bill  against  LampreU  and 
Holmes,  for  an  account  and  payment. 


The  case  came  on  upon  motion  for  a  decree,  LampreU, 

having 
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disappeared,  the  question  argued  was  as  to  the  18.55. 
liability  of  Holmes.  The  evidence,  as  to  the  circum- 
staoces  connected  with  the  delivery  of  the  cheque  for 
the  193/.,  was  contradictory,  but  the  trustees  failed  to 
establish  that  the  Plaintiff  had  concurred.  Holmes,  by 
his  answer,  stated,  that  he  had  become  a  trustee  at 
the  Plaintiff's  request,  and  on  the  understanding  that 
he  was  to  have  no  trouble  or  responsibility  in  carrying 
OQt  the  trusts,  which  were  to  be  borne  by  Lamprell. 

VLt.R.  Palmer  and  Mr,  C.  T.  Simpson,  for  the  Plain- 
tiff,  asked  for  a  decree  against  both  trustees. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  H.  Stevens,  for  Holmes.  It 
appears  that  Lamprell  had  advanced  monies  to  his 
mtui  que  trust,  he  had  therefore  a  right  of  retainer, 
and,  having  that  right,  he  was  also  entitled  to  receive  the 
fond.  It  was  impossible  for  both  trustees  to  receive  the 
money  for  the  cheque,  and  therefore  Lamprell  was  the 
most  proper  person  to  receive  it,  and  Holmes  was  justi- 
fied, by  the  necessity  of  the  case,  in  handing  the  cheque 
to  his  co-trustee;  Attorney-General  v.  Randall  {a); 
Clough  y.  Bond  (b) ;  Ex  parte  Griffin  (c).  [The  Mas- 
ter of  /A^  Rolls  referred  to  Bacon  v.  Bacon  {d);  and 
see  also  Hanbury  v.  Kirkland  (c).]  The  Defendant 
Holmes  stipulated  that  he  should  not  be  an  active 
trustee,  and  he  acted,  in  this  matter,  for  conformity's 
sake  only.  Lastly,  the  Plaintiff's  concurrence  has  re- 
lieved him  from  all  responsibility. 

Lamprell  did  not  appear. 

The 

(•)  2  £0.  Co.  Ah.  742.  (d)  5  Ve$.  331. 

(\)  3  MyL  Sf  Cr.  p.  497.  (e)  3  Sim.  265. 

(c)2G^^J.  114. 
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1866. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

As  to  the  principles  applicable  to  this  case,  there  can 
be  no  question.  This  is  one  of  those  painful  cases, 
which,  unfortunately,  this  Court  has  constantly  to  deal 
with,  where  trustees,  innocent  of  any  desire  to  beneBt 
themselves,  have  failed  to  perform  their  duties,  and  the 
Court  is  compelled  to  make  them  responsible.  It  is 
constantly  argued  by  Counsel,  but  the  conclusion  is  as 
constantly  rejected  by  the  Court,  that  a  person  who  acts 
is  not  an  active  trustee,  and  is  not  liable,  because  he  has 
only  acted  for  conformity's  sake.  It  is  a  contradiction 
in  terms  to  say,  that  a  trustee  who  acts  is  not  an  active 
trustee ;  by  taking  upon  himself  the  office  of  trustee, 
and  acting,  he  becomes,  in  that  transaction  at  least,  an 
active  trustee,  and  is  bound  properly  to  perform  all  the 
duties  appertaining  to  his  office. 


I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  impossible  for  Holmes  to 
contend,  with  success,  that  he  was  justified  in  paying 
over  the  cheque  to  his  co-trustee.  The  only  ground 
alleged  is,  that  Lamprell  had  a  charge  on  the  fund, 
but  upon  the  evidence  there  is  no  trace  of  any.  It 
would  be  no  justification  to  a  trustee  to  pay  over  a  fund 
to  a  claimant,  for  then  he  might  pay  it  over  to  any  one 
claiming  it. 

I  must  make  a  decree  for  payment,  with  costs,  both 
against  Holmes  and  LamprelL 

I  must  give  liberty  to  Holmes  to  apply,  in  case  he 
should  be  able  to  make  any  claim  against  LampreU,  for 
contribution  or  otherwise. 


I  have  some  difficulty  in  respect  to  the  claim  of  the 

Plaintiff's 
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PlaintifTs  former  solicitor  on  the  fund.     I  must  make 

the  order  for  payment  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  notice  must 

be  given  to  her  solicitor  that  the  payment  will  be  made  ^ 

to  her,  unless  he  makes  some  application.  Lamprell, 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL  i;.  MOOR. 

Feb,  15. 
W^ILLIAM  BECKWITH,  by  his  will  dated  in  After  the 

1743,  devised  lands  to  William  Moor  and  two  Cfi"^??^?! 
,        .  ,  Mortmain  Act 

others  in  fee,  in  trust  for  the  establishment  and  per-  (1736),  lands 

pctual  maintenance  of  a  free  school  within  the  chapelry  tcTJ^stees  for 

o(  Middlesmoor,  and  to  pay  the  proceeds  to  the  school-  a  charity.  The 

master.     After  the  decease  of  the  trustees,  the  appoint-  applied  by 

ment  of  schoolmaster  was  vested  in  the  chapelwardens  the  trustees 

mi  >       Ml  t  '     1    A      and  their  ben* 

and  overseers.    The  testator  s  will  was  proved  in  1744.  down  to  the 

WUUam  Moor  was  the  surviving  trustee,  and  on  his  ^**°'j5°^ 

death  the  estate  descended  on  Robert  Moor,  and  on  his  mation  against 

death  in  1796  on  John  Moor,  and  on  his  death  in  1838  correct  abuses 

on  John  Moor  the  father,  and  on  his  death  on  John  }>«  "c^A'P  *^* 

Moor  the  Defendant.    The  property  had  been  managed  the  devise,  but 

by  the  family  successively,   and  the  rents  applied  by  !u^^""^®^^' 

them  towards  the  support  of  the  school.    The  Defend-  of  proving  no 

ant  had,  however,  taken  upon  himself  the  whole  control  Jld^i^n  ® 

of  the  matter,  claiming  to  appoint  and   remove  the  adopted  to 

master  as  he  pleased,  and  to  eject  him.    He  had  only  charity  valid 

applied  a  portion  of  the  rents  towards  the  support  of  ^^l  ®"  ***™» 
L      t     .  XT    ,       ,  ,     .    r  .        and  that  every 

toe  chanty.     Under  these  circumstances  the  information  presumption 

was  filed  by  the  Attorney-General,  at  the  relation  of  i^jJJ^rt"?^ 

the  chapelwardens,  for  an   account  of  the  rents  as  iu  validity. 

agabst  Moor,  and  for  his  removal  as  trustee. 

The  Defendant,  by   his  answer,  insisted   that  the 

devise 
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devise  for  the  establishment  of  the  school  was  wholly 
void  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  9th  Geo.  2,  c.  36, 
^^  and  that  in  consequence  thereof,  the  estate  devised  to 
the  said  trustees  was  in  fact  undisposed  of,  and  de- 
scended upon  the  heir  at  law  of  the  said  testator  as 
the  rightful  owner  thereof." 

And  he  said  as  follows : — '*  I  do  not  claim  to  be 
entitled  to  the  beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  said  premises, 
or  to  deal  with  or  dispose  of  the  same  wholly,  but  I 
submit,  that  under  the  circumstances  aforesaid,  I  am 
entitled  to  deal  with  and  dispose  of  the  same  for  the 
support  of  the  said  school,  and  in  payment  of  the  salary 
of  a  master,  to  be  chosen  and  appointed  by  myself,  in 
the  same  way  as  has  hitherto  been  done  by  me  and  my 
ancestors,  irrespective  and  uncontrolled  by  the  void 
trusts,  in  the  said  will  expressed  and  declared,  for  the 
erection  and  support  of  the  said  school." 

Mr.  HoMpell  and  Mr.  J/arrr/?y,  in  support  of  the 
information.  The  Defendant,  who  is  in  possession  as 
trustee,  cannot  be  heard  to  dispute  the  validity  of  the 
charity  ;  Attometf- General  v.  J/trffro(a). 

Mr.  J?.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Faber^  contra.  The  will  of 
1843  being  subsequent  to  the  Mortmain  Act  (1736)  is 
invalid,  and  the  trusts  cannot  therefore  be  enforced  in 
equity;  Atiome^-General  t.  Gardner  (b\ 

Tkt  Master  oftAe  Rolls. 

The  way  I  look  at  this  case  is  this :— The  Attorney- 
Cienexml  at  the  relation  of  the  Chapelwardens  of  the 

chapelry 

V<)  tUtC^Smli^  >'  tLk  G.i^  Sm.  10±. 
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cliapeify  o(  Middlesmoor,  asks  to  have  the  charity  pro-        1865. 

ppcrty  administered^  the  rents  of  which  for  one  hundred       >^^^^^^ 

y^^rs  at  least  have  been  applied  in  a  particular  manner,      Genbral* 

tfaough  not  in  strict  accordance  with  the  wiil^  which  v. 

af>f>«ar8  to  have  been  proved  in  1744^  and  subsequent 

to     -fclie  statute  of  Mortmain.     I  am  of  opinion^  that  in 

th  i^     state  of  things  I  must  require  the  Defendant  to 

)>K*o*^re  his  title,  and  must  hold  that  the  burden  of  proof 

tm^^B>    on  him.     He  says  the  will  is  void  under  the  statute 

o^   I^4ortmain,  but  there  are  many  modes  by  which  the 

^I^^vntable  trust  might  be  valid,  and  it  is  not  proved 

^*^  ^  "fc  they  were  not  adopted.     The  Defendant  suggests, 

^^^^^'t  the  Attorney-General  should  prove  the  enrolment 

^  *"   ^ome  deed  under  the  statute ;  but  even  if  there  were 

"^  ^^  *^  «,  I  would  assume  that  the  heir  at  law  disclaimed, 

*-  ■^^  ^:i ,  if  necessary,  that  every  successive  heir  did  the 

*^^-  Mm-me.    Will  this  Court,  after  this  lapse  of  time,  allow 

^•"^  ^^     trustee,  because  no  regular  enrolled  conveyance  is 

F^  *  ^-•^uced,  to  claim  beneficially  ?    The  estate  was  given 

^^^^      *-he  original  devisees  not  beneficially,  but  as  trustees 

^^^■^^^      trust;  is  it  possible  to  allow  the  heir  at  law  of  the 

^  ^^^  'K"^?ing  trustee  to  say,  "  I  will  perform  the  trusts  so 

^^  *^     as  I  think  fit,  and  will  apply  the  rest  of  the  income 

^^^*      *3)y  own  use  and  benefit?"     It  is  obvious  that  this 

^  ^rt  cannot  allow  it.    This  trustee  can  have  no  bene- 

i  9l  estate  in  the  property  except  what  he  may  derive 

'*^  lapse  of  time,  but  his  is  no  adverse  possession. 

^«  Court  will,  after  the  time  which  has  elapsed,  pre- 

*^  ^^*^  *^J^  that  everything  was  done  which  would  make  the 

^^^^^ity  good. 

'^Vie  Defendant  resists  the  chapel  wardens  and  over- 

^"^^   in  appointing  a  schoolmaster  to  the  school,  and 

^    ^'^dition  claims  to  take  a  portion  of  the  revenues  of 

^      charity  to  his  own  use.    This  cannot  be  allowed, 

^     1  must  make  a  decree  declaring  that  the  whole  of 

the 
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the  income  of  this  property,  subject  to  the  necessary 
outgoings,  is  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  school- 
master,  and  that  the  chapelwardens  and  overseers  are 
the  persons  to  administer  the  charity.  Seeing  what  has 
taken  place,  it  is  proper  to  remove  the  trustee  and  ap- 
point a  new  one,  and  the  costs  of  the  Relator  must 
be  paid  out  of  one  half  of  the  income  of  the  charity. 
I  will  not  direct  a  mortgage  of  the  charity  property ; 
whenever  I  do  so  I  provide  a  sinking  fund  for  its  dis* 
charge. 


Dec.  20,  21. 

Pending  an 
account  di- 
rected by  the 
decree,  the 
accounting 
party  died. 
An  order  was 
made,  on  mo- 
tion to  revive, 
against  his 
executor,  and 
that  he  might 
either  admit 
assets  or  ac- 
count for  his 
testator's 
estate. 


CARTWRIGHT  v.  SHEPHEARD  (No.  2). 

T)  Y  the  decree  an  account  was  directed  against  an 
■*^  executor,  Henry  Nevoport.  He  died  pending  the 
inquiry,  having  appointed  Lewis  Newport  his  executor. 

Mr.  Bevir  moved  for  an  order  to  revive  and  carry  on 
the  accounts,  and  that  Lewis  Newport  might  admit 
assets  of  Henry  Newport^  or  account.  He  referred  to 
the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  52. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  at  first  doubted  whether, 
consistently  with  the  decisions  of  the  other  Judges,  it 
could  be  done ;  but,  on  the  following  day,  he  made  the 
order. 


Note.— See  Edtoards  v.  Batley,  19  Beav.  457. 
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ALEXANDER  v.  SIMMS. 

March  10,  12. 
npHE  Plaintiff  Alexander^  and  the  Defendant  Simms,  a  suit  be- 

were  joint  owners  of  the  ship  "  Norman,*'   in  the  *?^5®"  *^® 
•'  .  8hipowner», 

proportion  of  one-eighth   and    seven-eighths;    and   in  and  the mort- 
1850  Simms  mortgaged  his  seven-eighths  to  the  De-  5J5^ealt**with 

fendant  Taylor,  who  did  not  then  take  possession.  &«  in  »»  admi- 

nistration  suit, 
by  first  direct- 
In  Auffust,  1851,  the  ship  was  despatched  by  the  '"^'K^jr, 
owners  on  a  voyage  for  a  cargo  of  guano,  with  which  costs  (except 
it  returned  on  the  10th  of  July,  1862,  to  the  Liverpool  'eeTo'i^f 
docks,  where  it  commenced  discharging.    On  the  23rd  the  fund,  and 
otJuly,  1862,  Taylor  took  possession  of  seven-eighths  of  ^^^  res"d'uf 
the  ship  and  cargo,  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  the  latter  pro  rata, 

without  deducting  the  expenses  of  outfit  and  voyage.      ofa ship  served 

a  notice  on  the 

.  trustees  of  the 

On  the  original  hearing  it  was  held,  that  the  expenses  docks,  in  which 

of  the  outfit  and  voyage  had    priority  over    Taylor's  |J®  2ip*was 
claim,  and  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  special  agree-  being  di»- 
ment,  he  had  no  right,  as  mortgagee  of  the  ship,  to  any  ^o  si^er  its  re- 
part  of  the  cargo.     He  was  ordered  to  pay  so  much  of  ^^7^  ^^^  *^® 
the  costs  as  was  occasioned  by  the  claim  so  raised  by  paid,  and 

bim(a).  wrote  to  the 

^  '  owners  of  the 

ship  to  inform 

On  the  20th  of  July,  1862,  the  Defendant  How,  the  f^.top'JJd'' 

captain  of  the   ship,   had   served   a  notice  upon    the  the  cargo  till 

*         ^         the  wages  of 
trustees  himself  and 
(a)  See  18  Beav.  83.  the  seamen 

had  been  paid. 
In  a  suit  between  the  owners  and  the  mortgagee  of  one  of  them,  the  captain  was  made 
*  psrty,  and  did  not,  by  his  answer,  disclaim.  The  Chief  Clerk  found  that  certain 
rams  were  due  to  him  in  respect  of  wages,  but  that  other  sums  claimed  were  not  due. 
Held,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  justified  in  making  the  captain  a  party,  and  that  the  latter 
was  justified  in  not  disclaimmg,  and  was  therefore  entitled  to  his  costs. 


124  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1855.       trustees  of  the  Liverpool  docks  to  detain  the  cargo  till 

.  ^'^^'"^^      the  frei&:ht  due  thereon  had  been  duly  paid  ;  and  on  the 
Alexander  ^  j  r        ' 

V.  22nd  of  July  he  wrote  to  Simms  that  he  had  been  sum- 

SiMMg.  moned  by  the  seamen  for  their  wages,  that  he  had  no 
money  for  them  or  himself,  and  that  he  had  stopped  the 
cargo  till  he  was  paid.  On  the  23rd  of  July,  Taylor 
took  possession  of  the  ship  as  mortgagee,  and  paid  the 
wages  due  to  the  crew,  excepting  the  captain.  The 
captain  was  made  a  party  to  the  suit,  as  was  also  the 
Defendant  Ernest,  to  whom,  before  the  arrival  of  the 
ship,  Simms  had  assigned  his  estate  for  the  benefit  of  bis 
creditors.  How,  by  his  answer,  claimed  several  sums 
as  due  to  him  besides  wages ;  but  the  Chief  Clerk  found 
that  less  was  due  to  him  than  he  claimed. 

The  cause  now  came  on  upon  further  directions,  and 
as  to  costs.  The  cargo  had  been  sold,  but  the  proceeds 
were  insufficient  to  meet  the  claims  of  all  parties. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  J.  V.  Prior,  for  the  Plain- 
tiff. 

Mr.  Rogers,  for  Simms  and  his  assignee  Ernest. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Bevir,  for  Taylor. 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Gill,  for  How,  the  captain,  cited 
Abbott  on  Shipping  (a). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  postponed  judgment. 

The 
(fl)  By  Shea,  p.  370. 
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Alexander 

V. 
SiMMS. 


I  have  now  to  dispose  of  the  costs  of  this  suit ;  and, 
upon  consideration  of  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  I 
am  of  opinion,  that  the  proper  mode  of  dealing  with  the  March  12. 
question  is,  to  direct  the  costs  to  be  paid,  in  the  first  in- 
stance,  out  of  the  fund.  This  is  a  contest  between  two 
partners  in  a  joint  transaction,  and  a  mortgagee  of  the 
latter,  claiming  a  lien  on  the  fund.  It  is  a  common 
case,  and  therefore  the  costs  must  be  dealt  with  in  the 
ordinary  manner.  The  order  which  I  shall  make  will 
not  alter  the  rights  of  the  creditors,  as  against  the  two 
partners  or  the  solvent  partner,  to  compel  payment  of 
what  is  due  to  them  from  the  transaction  in  which  they 
were  jointly  interested.  I  must  deal  with  the  costs  ex- 
actly as  if  I  were  administering  the  fund  and  distri*- 
bating  it  among  the  several  parties  entitled,  according 
to  their  respective  priorities,  although,  in  fact,  the  fund 
is  insufficient  for  the  payment  of  the  various  claims 
upon  it.  The  costs  of  all  parties,  therefore,  properly 
incurred,  must  be  first  paid  out  of  the  fund,  and  the 
residue  must  be  divided  pro  ratd  between  the  parties 
who  contributed  to  the  undertaking,  or  have  a  lien  upon 
it  As  to  Taylor's  costs,  I  have  already  disposed  of 
the  question  as  to  that  part  of  the  costs  occasioned  by 
his  claim  to  seven-eighths  of  the  gross  proceeds  of  the 
cargo,  and  I  see  no  principle  upon  which  I  can  order 
his  own  costs  of  suit  to  be  paid  out  of  the  fund,  but  I 
do  not  order  him  to  pay  any  additional  costs. 


As  to  Captain  How,  his  case  presents  more  difficulty. 
Can  it  be  said  that  he  was  an  unnecessary  party  to 
the  suit ;  he  had,  it  is  true,  given  an  inexcusable  notice 
to  the  trustees  of  the  docks  to  detain  the  cargo  till  the 
freight  was  paid  or  provided  for,  when,  in  fact,  there 
was  no  freight  to  be  paid,  the  ship  having  been  sent  out 

by 
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by  the  owners  themselves ;  but  whether  he  knew  that  or 
not,  is  not  very  material,  because  it  was  not  a  claim  on 
his  own  behalf.  He  had,  however,  been  summoned  in 
the  Admiralty  Court  by  the  seamen  for  wages,  he  wished 
for  payment  of  what  was  due  to  them,  and  wrote  the 
letter  to  Simms  to  that  effect,  and  insisted  on  a  lien  to 
that  extent;  as  he  was  personally  liable  to  pay  the 
wages  of  the  seamen,  the  claim  contained  in  the  letter 
was  a  proper  one,  and  the  letter  itself  quite  excusable. 
In  that  state  of  things  he  was  made  a  Defendant  to  the 
suit,  and  it  is  very  difficult  to  say  what  course  he  ought 
to  have  taken.  If  he  had  put  in  a  disclaimer,  it  would 
have  been  used  against  him  to  shew  that  there  was  no- 
thing due  to  him,  he  was  justified,  therefore,  in  making 
a  claim :  then,  on  the  other  hand,  according  to  the 
Chief  Clerk's  certificate,  he  claimed  more  by  his  answer 
than  was  due  to  him,  but  I  do  not  think  this  sufficient 
to  deprive  him  of  his  costs. 


I  think  the  Plaintiff  had  sufficient  excuse  for  making 
him  a  party,  (ind  that,  being  made  a  party,  he  had  suffi- 
cient excuse  for  not  disclaiming,  and  therefore  he  must 
have  his  costs  out  of  the  fund. 
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HELE  V.  Lord  BEXLEY. 

WHITFIELD  V.  BOWYER.  ^-  ^^'  ^^• 

WHITFIELD  V.  KNIGHT.  Jon-S  18. 

rr^XiM  Fe6.  16. 

■  ^Q.1  facts  relating  to  this  case  have  already  been  No  account  of 

stated  in  11  Beavan,  537  and  17  Beavan,  14,  and  J^|[^%7.°^ 

is   therefore  unnecessary  to  repeat  them  (a).  reeled  against 

a  mortgagor  in 
possession,  nor 

The  original  bill  in  Hele  v.  Lord  Bexley  was  filed  "^^^^^^ 

^he  6th  otAprilf  1829,  and  Sir  Oeorge  Bowyer^  being  against  a  per- 

^   of  the  jurisdiction,  process  was  prayed  against  him  underlhis*^ 

*^^o  he  should  come  within  it.     He  remained  abroad,  luntwy  ""evo- 
x-^«-^  1  1  •      1  •  cable  deed. 

^^^    Mras  never  served  nor  appeared  in  the  suit.  on  re-argu- 

ment, the 
Master  of  the 

-^fter  the  hearing  of  the  exceptions,  (reported  in  17  Rolls  adhered 

^^  ,^v    ,TT,  .^».       ,  ,  .  n     t      to  his  decision 

^ot^n^  14),  Whitfieldy  who  was  the  assignee  of  the  in  Hele  v. 

^^^^rest  of  Hele,  filed  a  supplemental  bill  against  Sir  ^"^^^^{^ 

^or^^e  Bowyer  and  twenty-seven  other  Defendants^  Beav.  14. 

^^ying,  generally,  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  former  Defendant  is 

_  ^^^<2^edings,  and  for  payment  of  what  was  due  to  him.  out  of  the  ju- 
S»*      ^^  -n  1      •  1     .1  •     I  Ml        J  risdiction,  and 

^^eorge  Bowyer  was  served  with  this  bill  and  ap-  the  bill  prap 

L**«l:  he  insisted  on  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  process  agdnst 

'  .  ,      him,  when  he 

^    he  ought  not  to  be  bound  by  the  proceedings  in  shall  come 

^therBuits.  ^i^^^ 

I  lie  theSUtuteof 

Limitations  is 

suspended, 
It  is  necessary  to  add,  that  the  date  of  the  conveyance  from  Sir  though  he  has 
^t  Bowyer  to  Rowe  (the  creditors'  deed),  referred  to  in  17  Beat,  neither  been 
— >,  was  the  17th  of  January,  1815,  but  it  was  stated  to  have  been  •*'^«^  ^^l 
yjted  on  the  3rd  of  September,  1815.  appeared  in 

^  le  validity  of  the  Pluntiff's  annuity  was  established  in  an  action  ^®  ""'^ 
lunier  v.  Sir  George  Sawyer  (Exeh.,  7th  May,  1850).    See  15 

IlMI€f,281. 


128 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1854*  Tlie  original  suit  now  came  on  for  further  directions, 

together  with  the  supplemental  cause. 


Helb 

V, 


Lord  Bexlet.      Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
Whitfield 


BOWTER. 

Whitfield 

V, 

KmoHT. 


Mr.  Teedf  for  George  Bowyer. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  for  three  annuitants. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Shapter,  for  another  annuitant. 

Mr.  Wickens,  for  Sir  George  Bouryer, 

Mr.  Giffard,  for  Bridger,  a  trustee. 

Mr.  Metcalfe,  for  Huniingford. 

Mr.  FolleU  and  Mr.  Goldstnid,  for  Donovan. 
Mr.  Greene,  for  Vigor. 

Mr.  Oshorn,  for  Sturgis. 

Mr.  Roupell,  in  reply. 

The  authorities  referred  to  were  as  follows: — That 
^'  a  judgment  is  at  law  no  lien  upon  a  legal  term ;" 
Forth  V.  Duke  of  Norfolk  (a). 

As  to  the  effect  of  the  owner  of  the  estate  being 
abroad,  and  of  process  being  prayed  when  he  should  come 
within  the  jurisdiction  ;  Browne  v.  Blount  (b);  The  King 
of  Spain  v.  Hullett  (c) ;  Kirwan  v.  Daniel  {d) :  and  as 

to 


(a)  4  Madd.  503. 

(6)  2  Rim.  Sf  Myl.  83. 

(r)  3  Sim.  338. 


{d)  7  Harir,  347  ;  and  see 
Munoz  V.  De  Tastet,  1  Bea«. 
109,  n. 
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to  bow  far  the  former  proceedings  were  binding  on  Sir 
George  Bowyer^  Allen  v.  Papworth  (a). 


1855. 


As  to  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  Lord  Bexley. 
Coppin   V.   Gray  (fi)  ;    Purcell  v.   Blennerhassett  (c) ;     Whitfield 
Forster  v.  Thompson  (rf). 


As  to  the  right  to  an  account  against  a  mortgagor  in 
possession,  and  his  agents,  Berney  y.  Sewell  (e);  Parker 
▼.  Calcraft  (/) ;  Gresley  v.  Adderley  (g) ;  Thomas  v. 
Brigstocke  (A). 


V. 
BOWTER. 

Whitfield 

V. 

Kniobt. 


As  to  costs,  lapping  v.  Power  (i) ;   Tovey  v. 


(A). 


On  other  points,  Hiles  v.  Moore  (  / ) ;  Rhodes  v.  Buck- 
land  {m);  and  Palk  v.  Lord  Clinton  (n\  were  referred  to. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  first  set  of  these  causes  comes  on  on  further 
directions,  and  the  two  others,  which  are  supplemental 
to  the  former,  on  the  original  hearing;  and  it  is  the 
doty  of  the  Court  to  pronounce  an  order  settling  the 
rights  of  the  parties. 


Feb,  16. 


1  endeavoured  to  do  this,  to  a  great  extent,  when  the 
first  cause  came  before  me  on  exceptions  to  the  Master's 

report 


(a)  1  res.ffii.163;  and  BtWt 
Stpfilement,  92 ;  and  Needier  v. 
BeeUe,  1  CA.  Ca.  299. 

W  1  r.  *  Co//.  (C.C.)  205. 

(r)  3  JontM  4  Lat.  24. 

(tf )  4  Dru,  Sf  War,  303. 

(e)  1  Uc,  Sf  W.  660. 
(/)  6  Madd.  11. 

TOL.  XX. 


(g)  1  Swamt,  573. 
(A)  4  Run  64. 
(i)  1  Hare,  405. 
(&)  3  LawJ.iO.S.)  Ch.  46. 
(/)  15  Beav.  175. 
(m)  15  Beav.  213,  n. 
(n)  12  yes,  48. 
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report,  two  years  ago,  when  I  disposed  of  the  exceptions 
and  stated  the  view  I  took  of  the  right  of  the  parties  at 
that  time. 

The  Plaintiff  in  Whitfield  v.  Bowyer  is  the  assignee 
of  the  interest  of  the  original  Plaintiff  {Hele),  and  he 
has  filed  the  supplemental  bill,  which  is  now  brought  to 
a  hearing,  seeking  the  benefit  of  the  proceedings  in  the 
prior  cause  of  Hete  v.  Loixl  JSexley.  By  this  means 
and  in  this  course  of  proceeding,  the  Plaintiff  claims  to 
be  entitled  to  whatever  the  Ploiutiff  Hele  could  have 
obtained  in  the  prior  causes,  and  to  that  he  appears  to 
me  to  be  entitled,  subject,  however,  to  a  question  which 
is  raised  by  Sir  George  JBawyer,  as  to  the  extent,  to 
which,  if  at  all,  he  is  bound  by  the  prior  proceedings, 
to  which  he  contends  that  he  was  no  party. 

The  Plaintiff  Whitfield  raises,  again,  several  of  the 
questions  which  were  discussed  on  the  exceptions  against 
the  late  Defendant  Alexander  JDonovan,  and  his  repre- 
sentatives, and  I  have  reconsidered  these  questions  on 
the  present  occasion^  in  conjunction  with  the  remarks 
which  have  been  made  to  me  respecting  them.  The 
questions  relate  to  the  rights  of  Alexander  Donovan, 
and  to  the  extent  to  which  he  is  bound  to  account  to 
the  Plaintiff  for  the  sums  received  by  him  out  of  Sir 
George  JBowger's  estates. 

I  do  not  propose  to  state  again  the  complicated  facts 
of  this  case,  which  I  have  already  done  in  a  judgment 
I  pronounced  on  this  subject,  in  Aprils  1853,  for  the 
purpose  of  explaining  the  view  I  then  took,  and  I  ab- 
stain from  doing  so,  the  rather  because  the  original 
causes  are  reported  as  they  came  on  before  Lord  Lang- 
dale,  in  the  11th  volume  of  Mr.  Beavan's  Reports  (a), 

and 
(o)  Page  537. 
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and  before  me,  in  the  17th  volume  (a)  of  that  series,  a 
reference  to  which  will  be  sufficient  to  explain  my 
fiews  on  the  present  occasion. 

The  questions  raised  relate  to  two  estates  of  Sir 
Gtorge  JBotcyer,  the  Radley  Estate  and  the  Sunning- 
wen  Estate.  The  Plaintiff  seeks  to  make  the  estate  of 
Akxtmder  Donovan  liable  for  what  it  shall  appear  that 
be  has  received  from  these  estates,  and  to  charge  him 
u  having  no  lien  either  on  the  Radley  Estate  or  on  the 
Smningtoell  Estate,  and  as  having  received  from  the 
latter  estate  more  than  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  remain- 
ing judgment,  which,  it  is  contended,  was  the  only 
subsisting  claim  which  Alexander  Donovan  had  against 
^r  George  Bowyer.  I  have  carefully  reconsidered  the 
subject,  and,  as  might  have  been  expected,  I  have  come 
to  the  same  conclusion  now  that  I  did  in  Aprils  1853. 
So  far  as  regards  the  Radley  Estate,  no  fresh  facts,  and, 
as  I  believe,  no  fresh  arguments  have  been  adduced  to 
me  to  vary  ray  opinion,  and  I  accordingly  refer  to  my 
pablisbed  judgment,  as  expressing  the  view  I  then  took 
and  Dow  take  of  that  subject. 

So  &r  as  regards  the  Sunningwell  Estate,  the  matter 
has  been  gone  into  much  more  fully,  and  has  been  re- 
a]]gued  before  me  with  much  ability  on  both  sides,  with 
however  the  same  result,  so  far  as  regards  the  opinion 
which  I  have  formed.  The  short  view  of  the  case,  as 
I  regard  it,  is,  that  Donovan  was  an  annuity  creditor  of 
Sir  George  Bawyer*s  for  333Z.,  and  Sir  George  Bowyer 
was  the  beneficial  owner  of  the  Sunningwell  Estate, 
which  was  held  for  the  residue  of  a  term  of  1,000  years. 
This  term  bad  been  assigned,  in  1824,  to  Rowe^  in  a 
manner  and  upon  trusts  which,  in  my  opinion,  made  it 

a  mere 
(fl)  Page  14. 
k2 


1865. 

Helb 

o. 

Lord  Bbxlet. 

Wbitpicld 

V. 
BOWTKK. 

Whitpibld 

«. 

KmoBT. 
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1866.       a  mere  voluntary  trust  for  the  benefit  of  Sir  Qeorge 

^■^^^^^      BowyeTy  which  trusts  he  might  have  revoked  at  any 

^^  time,  and  which  estate  he  might  have  taken,  possession 

Lord  Bbxlet.  of,  if  and  when  he  had  so  pleased.    Rowe  assigned  this 

term  to  Donovan,  who  entered  into  possession  of  the 

estate,  and  received  the  rents  and  proceeds  arising  from 

it.     His  possession,  in  my  opinion,  was  merely  the  posy 

session  of  Sir  George  Bowyer,     Alexander  Donovan 

received  the  rents,  and  applied  them  in  payment  of  the 

arrears  and  growing  payment  of  the  annuity  of  333/., 

due  to  him. 


Whitfield 

V. 
BOWTER. 

IVhitfiblo 
Kmiobt. 


I  have  not  now  to  consider  what  rights,  duties  and 
obligations  might  exist  or  be  enforced  as  between  Sir 
Ge(yrge  Bowyer  and  Alexander  Donovan^  or  how  far  the 
retention,  by  the  latter,  of  these  rents,  to  pay  his  own 
annuity,  was  justifiable,  as  against  Sir  George  Bowyer^ 
no  such  case  is  raised  before  me. 

The  case  which  is  raised  is  this : — that  the  PlaintifiT, 
being  an  incumbrancer  on  these  estates,  seeks  to  make 
Alexander  Donovan  account  for  all  these  rents  so  re- 
ceived by  him,  or  that  if  he  is  to  be  allowed  to  retain 
any  portion  of  them,  it  can  only  be  so  much  as  will  be 
sufficient  to  discharge  the  amount  of  the  judgment 
obtained  by  him  to  secure  this  annuity,  and  having  so 
done,  to  make  him  account  for  and  pay  over  the  balance. 
This  would,  in  my  opinion,  be  taking  an  account  against 
Sir  George  Bowyer j  the  mortgagor,  of  the  by-gone  rents 
of  his  estate,  a  proceeding  which  this  Court  does  not 
sanction. 


I  am  referred  to  many  cases  {Bemey  v.  Sewell{a); 
Parker  v,  Calcraft{b);  Gresley  v.  Adderley{c);  Tho- 
mas V.  Brigstocke  (d) ),  all  of  which  concur  in  confirming 

this 


(fl)  I  Jac.  4-  W.  650. 
(6)  eMadd.U, 


(c)  1  Stoanst.  573. 
((/)  4  Ruu.  64. 
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this  view  of  the  case.  Donovan^  according  to  the  opi-  1855. 
nion  I  expressed  in  1853,  was  not  in  possession  of  Sun-  ^'^^/^ 
ningweU  as  a  judgment  creditor,  or  as  an  incumbrancer,  ^  ^ 

neither  was  he  in  possession  as  a  trespasser.     He  was  Lord  Bexlit. 
in  possession  only  as  the  agent  for  Sir  George  JBowyer,     Whitfield 

BoWTER. 

Whitfield 

V, 

Kmioht. 


or  as  a  trustee  for  him,  and  his  possession  was,  in  my 
opnion,  the  possession  of  Sir  George  Bowyer.  Between 
these  two  persons,  as  I  have  already  stated,  no  question 
of  set-off  now  arises  before  me. 


The  Plaintiff  Whitfield  says,  that  Donovan  was  in 
possession  under  a  trust  deed  executed  to  Rowe^  and 
that  he  has  disregarded  these  trusts,  and  must  be  made 
answerable  accordingly.  But  the  Plaintiff  himself  re- 
pudiates these  trusts,  and  contends  that  they  are  inope- 
rative and  unavailing  as  against  him.  In  truth,  the 
deed  was  a  mere  voluntary  deed,  to  which  none  of  the 
mtuii  que  trust  or  any  creditors  of  Sir  George  Bowyer 
were  parties,  and  he  alone,  if  any  one,  could  insist  upon 
the  performance  of  these  trusts. 

I  concur  in  the  observations  I  made,  as  reported  by 
Mr.  Beavan  (a),  and  I  again  ask,  why  was  Donovan 
allowed  to  remain  in  possession  of  the  rents,  and  why 
was  not  the  appointment  of  a  Receiver  obtained  ?  If 
the  answer  be,  that  a  Receiver  was  applied  for  and  re- 
fused, that  is  merely  saying  that  the  point  raised  by  the 
Plaintiff  was  decided  against  him,  on  that  occasion. 


It  is,  in  truth,  contended  by  the  counsel  for  Alexander 
Dmovan^s  executors,  with  much  force,  that  the  question 
b  not  now  open  to  the  Plaintiff.  The  facts  now  ap- 
pearing are  all  stated  by  Alexander  Donovan^  in  his 
answer  to  the  original  suit;  the  question  was  argued 

before 
(o)  In  ]7  Beav.  33  and  34. 


Hele 

V, 
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before  Lord  Langdale,  in  1849.    The  original  bill  had 
not  raised  this  case,  but  it  had  been  raised  by  the  sup- 
plemental billy  and  this  additional  relief,  which  had  not 
Lord  Bexlit.  been  prayed  by  the  original  bill,  was  held   by  Lord 
Whitfislo     Langdale  not  to  be  maintainable  as  against  him,  and 
BowTBR.      accordingly   he   dismissed    the    supplemental   bill,    as 
Wbitfikld    against  Donovan,  as  to  all  the  relief  which  was  prayed 
Kmiobt.      for  by  it,  and  was  not  prayed  for  by  the  original  bill. 

I  think  it  unnecessary  to  go  at  greater  length  into 
this  question.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  account  must 
be  taken  as  against  Donovan's  representatives,  in  the 
manner  I  stated  on  the  hearing  of  the  exceptions  in 
1853.  I  am  told  that  the  Master's  report  is  confirmed 
absolutely,  if  so,  I  must  make  an  order  discharging  the 
order  of  confirmation,  inasmuch  as  I  allowed  some  of 
the  exceptions,  and  with  regard  to  others,  directed  that 
they  should  neither  be  allowed  nor  disallowed,  in  order 
that  I  might  deal  with  them  and  with  the  whole  ques- 
tion on  further  directions. 

The  remaining  question  which  has  to  be  considered 
is,  the  point  raised  by  Sir  George  Bowyer,  who  claims 
the  benefit  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  He  was 
abroad  when  the  original  bill  was  filed ;  the  bill  prayed 
subpcma  against  him  when  he  came  within  the  juris* 
diction,  and  he  never  was  served  with  subpoena,  or 
appeared  in  that  cause  or  the  causes  connected  with  it. 
He  has  now  been  served,  and  appears  for  the  first  time 
in  1853,  in  the  cause  of  Whitfield  v.  Bowyer,  and  takes 
the  objection  I  have  stated. 

In  favour  of  the  objection  it  is  urged,  that  Browne 
v.  Blount  (a) ;  The  King  of  Spain  v.  Hullett  (J) ;  and 

Kirwan 
(a)  2  Run.  4*  M^l.  83.  (6)  3  Sim.  338. 
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Hele 


Kirwan  v.  Daniel  (a),  all  establish  the  proposition,  that        1856. 

a  person  against  whom  process  is  prayed,  only  as  and 

when  he  comes  within  the  jurisdiction,  is  no  party  to  the 

cause,  and  that  being  no  party,  it  is  contended,  that  the  ^^  Bexlbt 

operation  of  the  statute  is  not  suspended  by  reason  of 

the  suit 


On  the  other  hand,  I  am  referred  to  the  cases  of 
Coppin  V,  Gray  (b) ;  Purcell  v,  Blennerhassett  (c) ;  For- 
sterv.  Thompson  {d),  which  seem  to  me  to  establish,  that 
in  8uch  cases  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
is  SQgpended.  And  this  appears  to  me  to  be  the  rational 
course  of  proceeding,  and  to  be  consistent  with  the  cases 
cited  on  behalf  of  Sir  George  Bowyer,  In  truth,  these 
cases  only  establish,  that  the  Defendant  against  whom 
process  is  prayed  when  he  shall  come  within  the  juris- 
diction, is  not  such  a  party  as  that  active  relief  can  be, 
without  appearance,  enforced  against  him  personally, 
and  that  when  this  is  necessary  to  work  out  the  equities 
between  the  remaining  parties  to  the  suit,  the  suit  is 
defective  till  he  appears,  or  is  put  in  such  a  situation 
that  the  orders  of  the  Court  can  be  enforced  against 
him. 


WniTriBLD 
o. 

BOWTBR. 

Whitfield 

V. 

KmoHT. 


It  would  create  and  give  facilities  for  frauds  of  many 
gross  kinds,  if  a  man,  by  keeping  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Court,  could  prevent  the  statute  from  run- 
ning against  him,  but,  at  the  same  time,  could  claim  the 
benefit  of  the  statute  against  his  creditors,  who  had 
^ken  every  means  in  their  power,  by  legal  proceedings, 
^  compel  him  to  appear,  and  to  obtain  payment  from 
him  of  the  amounts  due  to  them.  I  am  of  opinion, 
^berefore,  that  the  objection  fails. 

With 


(a)  7  Hare,  347. 

(*)  1  Y.  4-  ColL  (C.  C.)  205. 


(c)  3  Jona  if  Lat.  24. 
{d)  4  Dru.  if  War.  303. 
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1855.  With  respect  to  the  decree,  it  may  be  convenient  that 

counsel  should  go  through  the  minutes  and  settle  them 
now,  after  the  observations  which  will,  I  think,  dispose 
Lord  Bexley.  ^f  ^hg  p^jn^g  argued  by  them. 
Whitfield 


Helb 


V, 
BOWYER. 

Whitfield 

V. 

Kmioht. 


With  regard  to  the  annuitants,  for  whom  Mr.  R. 
Palmer  and  Mr.  Lloyd  appeared,  who  neither  claim  the 
benefit  of  the  suit,  nor  disclaim  any  interest  in  it,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  suit  must  be  dismissed  as  against 
them  without  costs. 


Note, — The  case  was  subsequently,  on  the  26th  of  February ^  1855, 
and  26th  of  May^  1855,  discussed  on  the  terms  of  the  minutes.  An 
appeal,  as  to  part  of  the  decree,  is  pending. 


RICHARDSON  v.  RUSBRIDGER. 

TN  the  case  of  the  Governesses'  Benevolent  Institution 
V.  Rusbridger  (a),  the  executors  and  trustees  alone 
were  parties,  and  Mrs.  Richardson,  the  tenant  for  life  of 
the  12,000/.,  now  alleged  that  she  had  no  notice  of  the 
proceedings  in  that  suit. 

Under  the  decree,  a  sum  of  96/.  Consols  (part  of  the 
legacy  of  12,000/.  Consols,  bequeathed  to  Mrs. Richard- 
son for  life),  was  sold  out  and  applied  in  payment  of  the 


March  10. 

A  stock  legacy, 
bequeathed  to 
several  in  suc- 
cession, was 
appropriated 
by  the  exe- 
cutors, and 
the  residue 
paid  over, 
in  a  suit  be- 
tween the  re- 
mainderman 
and  the  exe- 
cutors alone, 

;«„&'"  <^°«t«°f  that  suit. 

into  Court, 

and  the  costs  of 

suit  were  paid 

thereout.    The 

tenant  for  life  afterwards  filed  a  claim  to  have  the  amount  of  costs  recouped  out  of  the 

residue.     It  was  dismissed  with  costs. 


(a)  18  Bear.  467. 


Mrs. 
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Mrs.  Richardson  now  filed  a  claim  against  the  ex-  1865. 

ecutors  and  her  husband  alone,  alleging,  contrary  to  the  ^^^^-^^ 

fact,  that  at  the  time  of  the  institution  of  the  former  chardsom 

suit,  her  legacy  had  not  been  appropriated,  and  claim-  Rubbridoeb. 
ing  to  have  the  96/.  replaced  out  of  the  residuary  estate. 

Mr.  W.  H.  Clarke,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Selwyn,  contri. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  dismissed  the  claim  with 
coBts,  to  be  paid  by  the  Plaintiff's  next  friend. 


WATSON  t;.  CLEAVER. 

ANE  of  the  questions  in  this  suit  was,  when  the 
Defendant,  Elizabeth  Cleaver,  became  a  partner 
in  a  firm.  The  Plaintiff  alleged  it  to  have  been  in  June, 
1847,  but  Elizabeth  Cleaver,  by  her  answer  (filed  in 
Varck,  1853),  insisted  on  its  being  in  February,  1848), 
^hen  the  dissolution  of  the  prior  firm  was  gazetted. 

lo  July,  1854,  notice  of  motion  for  a  decree  was 
gi^eo,  but  the  cause  had  not  been  heard,  though  it  was 
now  in  the  paper.  In  the  mean  time,  the  Defendant 
had  made  an  affidavit  in  another  suit  of  Watson  v.  Co/- 
^^ter,  and  on  the  31st  o{  January,  1854,  she  had  been 
^'^s-examined  thereon,  and  had  made,  as  was  alleged, 
material  statements  as  to  the  date  of  her  becoming  a 
partner. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Hemming,  now  moved,  under 

the 


Feb.  9, 13. 

Seven  monthi 
after  notice  of 
motion  for  a 
decree,  the 
Defendant  had 
given  material 
evidence  in 
another  caaie. 
On  the  appli- 
cation of  the 
Plaintiff,  nine 
days  after- 
wards, the 
Court  gave 
leave  to  use 
the  additional 
evidence, 
though  the 
cause  was  in 
the  paper,  but 

Sirmitted  the 
efendant  to 
explain  it 


138  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1865.  the  26th  order  of  7th  o(  August,  1862(a),  for  leave  to 
use  the  aflSdavit  and  cross-examination  in  the  present 
suit.     Richards  v.  Curlewis  (b)  was  referred  to. 


Watsom 
Cleaver. 


Mr.  Greene,  contra. 

Mr.  Roxburgh,  for  two  Defendants. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  should  like  to  consider 
this  case. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Feb,  13.  This  was  an  application  made  to  me,  when  the  cause 

was  in  the  paper,  to  allow  the  examination  of  the 
Defendant,  taken  in  another  cause,  in  another  branch 
of  the  Court,  to  be  used  in  this  suit.  I  have  had  con- 
siderable doubt  and  hesitation  as  to  what  I  ought  to  do. 
There  has  been  no  delay,  because  the  examination  only 
took  place  on  the  31st  of  January,  and  as  it  is  de- 
sirable that  the  Court  should  have  before  it  all  the 
means  of  coming  to  a  correct  conclusion,  I  think  I  must 
allow  the  evidence  to  be  used ;  but  I  must  guard  against 
any  misapprehension  which  may  arise  on  the  subject, 
by  giving  leave  to  the  Defendant  to  file  affidavits  in 
explanation,  subject  to  the  right  of  cross-examination. 

I  was  informed  that  there  was  other  evidence  given 
in  the  other  cause,  which  would  affect  the  Plaintiff  in 
this,  and  I  think  that  ought  to  be  used,  subject  to  the 
same  restriction. 

The  cause  must  stand  over  for  a  limited  time. 

(fl)  Ord.  Can.  468.  (6)  18  Bfar.  462. 

Note.— The  cause  was  heard  on  the  24th  of  Aprilf  1855,  when  the 
affidavit  and  cross-ezamiuation  thereon  were  read. 
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JAMES  HALL  t;.  JOHN  HALL. 
JOHN  HALL  t;.  JAMES  HALLva.)  Ff6.28. 

March  5. 

IN  1848,  John  Hall,  who  for  ihirty  years  had  carried  9^™  °^*^ 
tiring  partner 
on  the  trade  of  a  brewer,  agreed  to  take  his  rela-  to  a  share  in 

tive,  James  Hall,  into  partnership  with  him.  |J«  ^SJIdwifl 

of  the  butinets 

By  indenture,  dated  the  20th  of  March,  1848,  they  ^^^ST^^on. 

cofenanted  to  be  partners  for  twenty-one  years,  deter-  entered  into 

minable  as  after  mentioned.  twenty-one 

years,  but  in 
...  -111.  consequence  of 

By  the  29th  Article  it  was  stipulated,  that  m  case  disagreements 

cither  of  the  partners  should  die  before  the  expiration  ^uct^diTutes 
of  the  term  of  the  partnership,  then  the  surviving  part-  ensued.  The 
ner  was  to  have  the  option  of  taking  the  share  of  the  wasdiwolved 
deceased  partner  "  of  and  in  the  property,  credits  and  ^y  decree,  one 
effects  of  the  said  partnership,"  at  a  valuation.  But  retire  and  the 
in  case  the  surviving  partner  declined  to  purchase,  ^^J^®*"  ^, **^^ 
''  the  property  and  effects"  of  the  partnership  were  to  effecta  at  a 
he  collected  in  or  converted  into  money  and  divided.        Held^Thatthe 

retiring  part- 
By  the  30th  Article,  if  either  of  the  copartners  entitled  to  any 
should,  during  the  continuance  of  the  copartnership,  allowance  for 
^  desirous  of  retiring  from  and  disposing  of  his  share  the  goodwill, 
and  interest  in  the  partnership,  he  was  to  be  at  liberty  ^jP^'^^Jj^jj^^b 
todoso,  upon  giving  twelve  calendar  months*  notice  in  the  partnership 
writing;  and  in  such  case,  the  other  was  to  have  the  auchanallow- 

option  of  purchasing  "  the  share"  of  the  retiring  part-  «"««  <>"  ^  ^is- 
n«       T»        'r   1.        Ill  1  11      »olution  by 

"cr*     But  if   he   should   not  elect  'Uo  purchase  the  death  or  by  the 

^hare,"  the  "  stock  and  effecte"  were  to  be  sold,  and  '^^ire™®"*  of 

'  one  partner  by 

the  notice  during 
(a)  S.  C.  12  Beav.  414 ;  3  Macn,  if  G.  79.  *1^«  te™- 
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the  partnership  affairs  wound  up.  If  James  Hall  gave 
notice  to  retire,  he  was  to  execute  a  bond  to  John  Hallj 
conditioned  for  the  payment  of  5,000/.,  not  to  embark 
in  any  of  the  businesses  within  thirty  miles  for  twenty 
years. 

The  partnership  was  carried  on,  but  disputes  and  dis- 
agreements occurred,  which  at  length  arrived  to  such 
a  pitch,  that  in  November,  1849,  John  absolutely  ex- 
cluded James  from  the  partnership  business. 

In  this  state  of  things,  James  Hall  filed  his  bill 
against  John  Hall,  praying  that  the  articles  of  partner- 
ship might  be  performed. 

John  Hall  filed  a  cross  bill,  praying  a  dissolution, 
and  that  the  affairs  might  be  wound  up. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  two  causes,  in  August,  1861, 
a  decree  was  made,  at  the  suggestion  of  the  Court, 
whereby,  James  consenting  to  retire  from  the  partner- 
ship, and  John  **  consenting  to  take  to  the  stock  in 
trade  and  effects  of  the  said  partnership,''  as  continuing 
partner,  at  a  valuation,  it  was  ordered,  that  John  should 
be  charged  with  the  amount  of  such  valuation.  And  it 
was  declared,  that  the  partnership  should  be  dissolved 
from  the  date  of  the  decree,  and  it  was  referred  to  the 
Master  to  take  the  partnership  accounts,  and  to  inquire 
**  whether  James  Hall  was  entitled  to  any  and  what 
compensation,  in  respect  of  such  dissolution.'' 

The  matter  was  afterwards  transferred  into  chambers, 
when  James  Hall  claimed  the  sum  of  1,200/.  as  com- 
pensation, being  two  years'  purchase  of  the  interest 
formerly  held  by  him  in  the  said  copartnership,  at  the 
rate  of  600/.  per  annum,  being  the  estimated  amount  of 

profits 
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profits  realized  by  the  copartnership,  while  the  same 
existed. 

The  Chief  Clerk,  on  the  30th  oi  January,  1865,  cer- 
tified, that  James  Hall  was  not  entitled  to  any  compen- 
sation in  respect  of  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership. 
This  finding  was  contested,  and  the  matter  came  on  for 
argument. 

Mr.  Fooks,  for  James  Hall.  The  dissolution  was 
brought  about  by  the  violence  and  misconduct  of  John 
Hall;  and  he,  having  thus  retained  the  partnership  busi- 
ness, must  account  to  James  for  his  share  in  the  good- 
will of  the  business,  as  part  of  the  partnership  property. 
This  is  not  over  estimated  at  two  years'  purchase. 

Mr.  Uoyd  and  Mr.  W.  H.  Clarke,  for  John  Hall, 
argued,  that  the  Plaintiff  had  obtained  a  share  of  the 
business  by  misrepresentation,  and  had  caused  its  dis- 
solution by  his  misconduct  and  mismanagement,  and 
that  the  acts  of  John  were  justifiable.  They  contended, 
also,  that  the  terms  of  the  articles  and  of  the  decree, 
precluded  any  right  to  or  allowance  for  the  goodwill 
of  the  business. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 
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1866. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Id  this  case,  the  opinion  which  I  have  come  to  upon 
^e  question  of  compensation  for  goodwill  is,  that  the 
question  is  in  fact  concluded  by  the  terms  of  the  con- 
^ct  and  the  partnership  articles. 

The  29th  and  the  30th  clauses  of  the  partnership 

articles 


Merck  b. 
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1855.  articles  provide  for  what  is  to  take  place  either  on  the 
dissolution,  by  the  death  of  one  of  the  partners,  or  by 
notice ;  and  although  they  regulate  how  the  partnership 
property  is  to  be  valued  to  the  surviving  or  remaining 
partner,  they  in  no  way  specify  that  any  compensation 
is  to  be  made  for  the  goodwill.  It  is  clear  that  if  one  of 
the  partners  had  gone  out  upon  twelve  months'  notice, 
he  would  not  have  been  entitled  to  anything  for  his  share 
of  the  goodwill.  By  arrangement  between  them,  they 
might  have  waived  notice  altogether,  and  I  am  of  opi- 
nion that  this,  in  fact,  is  the  effect  of  the  course  that  has 
been  adopted  by  them. 

I  am  satisfied  that  this  view  which  I  have  taken  of 
the  right  to  compensation  is  the  best  for  both  parties ; 
for  even  if  I  adopted  the  view  that  James  was  entitled 
to  compensation,  I  should  not  be  satisfied  with  the  mode 
in  which  he  has  attempted  to  prove  it,  or  the  amount 
which  he  has  demanded,  and  I  should  be  obliged  to 
send  the  matter  back  to  chambers,  to  enable  me  to 
arrive  at  the  amount  of  compensation  on  some  more 
satisfactory  principle  than  that  which  has  been  sug- 
gested. This  would  require  very  careful  investigation, 
occupy  considerable  time,  and  entail  a  great  addi« 
tional  expense  to  the  paities.  I  am  satisfied,  therefore, 
that  the  view  which  1  take  of  this  case  is  not  only  the 
right  one,  but  that  which  is  most  beneficial  to  the 
parties  themselves. 

The  result  is,  that  I  shall  affirm  the  certificate,  but 
give  no  costs  on  either  side. 
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In  re  FLUKER. 

March  21. 
Ili'R.  FLUKER  acted  as  the  solicitor  of  the  infant  A,^  the  next 

^^    Plaintiffs,  in  a  cause  of  Timms  v.   WaUon,  in  £**i„°V"tuit. 

which  Taylor  was  their  next  friend.  employed  B. 

as  solicitor 
therein  and  in 

By  the  decree  on  further  directions,  made  by  Vice-  ^}^^^  matters. 

An  order  was 
Chancellor  Stuart,  on  the  31st  of  May,  1853,  the  costs  made,  in  the 

of  all  parties  in  that  suit  were  ordered  to  be  taxed,  as  J?]^[q'  ***^ 

between  solicitor  and  client,  and  paid  out  of  the  fund  payment  to  B. 

in  Court ;  the  Plaintiffs'  costs  to  be  paid  to  Mr.  Fluker,  .^j^"  ^^%^ 

their  solicitor.  tl^"  had  been 

done,  A,  ob- 
tained, ej 

On  the  16th  of  February,  1855,  an  order  was  made  parte,  an  order 
^'  '  to  tax  B.  f 

to  change  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor,  and  on  the  2nd  of  bill  in  all  the 

March,  1856,  Taylor  obtained  an  order  of  course,  for  ^J|^"  "e"had 
the  delivery  by  Fluker  of  "  a  bill  of  fees  and  disburse-  been  emoloved 
ments,  in  all  suits,  causes  and  other  matters  of  business  that  the  order' 
in  which  he  had  been  employed  as  the  attorney  or  soli-  w"  regular, 
citor  for  the  Petitioner"  {Taylor),  and  for  its  taxation, 
&€.,in  the  usual  form.   The  petition,  on  which  the  order 
was  obtained,   stated  the   employment  of  Fluker  by 
Taylor,  in  the  suit  of  Timms  v.  Watson,  **  and  in  other 
matter?,"  and  that  the  Petitioner  was  desirous  of  obtain- 
ing the  papers  in  the  possession  of  Fluker,  which,  it 
sieged,  he  had  refused  to  deliver  until  payment  of  his 
hill  of  costs. 

The  costs  of  Fluker  in  T^mms  v.  Watson,  had  not  yet 
t>eeQ  taxed  or  paid. 

A  motion  was  now  made  on  behalf  of  Fluker,  to  dis- 
charge the  ex  parte  order  to  tax. 

Mr. 
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1856.  Mr.  Rovpell  and  Mr.  J.  H.  Taylor^  in  support  of  the 

motion,  argued,  that  there  had  been  a  suppression,  on 
the  part  of  the  Petitioner,  of  a  material  fact,  namely, 
the  existing  order  for  taxation  of  the  costs  in  the  suit, 
and  that  this  suppression  invalidated  the  ex  parte  order ; 
In  re  Walker  {a) ;  Re  Winterbotiom  (i).  Secondly,  that 
the  order  ought  to  have  been  limited  to  such  costs  as 
had  not  already  been  ordered  to  be  taxed,  otherwise 
there  would  be  two  conflicting  orders  to  tax. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Amphlett,  contra,  were  not 
heard. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  accede  to  this  motion.  It  would  work  injus- 
tice in  many  cases,  if  it  were  held  that  a  client  cannot 
obtain  an  order  of  course  to  tax  his  solicitor's  bill,  if 
any  of  the  items  happen  to  be  included  in  an  existing 
order  to  tax  in  a  suit. 

What  would  be  the  result?  How  is  the  client  to  get 
his  papers  ?  There  may  be  additional  costs  not  included 
in  the  decree,  and  is  the  client  to  wait  until  all  the  costs 
have  been  taxed  in  the  suit?  Mr.  Fluker  is  no  longer 
the  solicitor  in  the  cause,  and  cannot  prosecute  the  de- 
cree himself,  except  by  a  special  application  ;  it  must  be 
done  by  the  existing  solicitor,  although  Mr.  Fluker  will 
be  entitled  to  the  amount  of  the  Plaintifi*'s  costs  when 
ascertained. 

There  may  be  considerable  inconvenience  in  having 
two  bills  of  costs  and  two  orders  to  tax,  and  I  strongly 
advise  the  parties  to  come  to  some  arrangement  to 
obviate  it.  I  must,  however,  refuse  the  motion  with 
costs. 

(a)  14  Beav.  227.  (b)  15  Beav.  80. 
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COX  t;.  TOOLE. 

Jan.  28,  29. 
TN  this  case  there  was  an  agreement  for  a  mortgage  An  equitable 
A  of  leaseholds  for  270/.  ajb'«- 


titled  to  a 
for  the  equitable  mort- 
gagee, asked  for  the  usual  decree. 


Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Surragef  for  the  equitable  mort-  and  not  to  a 


Mr.  Lindley,  contra^  argued,  that  the  notice  to  pay 
&t  the  end  of  six  months  had  been  waived. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  I  have  read  the  evidence,      jan,  29. 
and  am  of  opinion  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  usual 
decree. 

Mr.  Roupell  asked  for  a  sale. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  No  ;  I  think  on  an  equit- 
able mortgage,  the  mortgagee  is  only  entitled  to  a  fore- 
closure; except  by  consent 


Note.— As  to  the  Court's  discretion,  see  15  &  16  Vict,  c.  86,  i.  48, 
^  tee  Jones  v.  BaUey,  17  Beav.  582. 
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In  re  BEVAN. 
February  8. 

Costs  of  a  A    SOLICITOR  had  charged  10/.  10*.  for  a  journey 

Parit  to  ob-  to  Paris ^  to  obtain  the  execution  of  a  deed,  and 

tain  the  exe-     15/,   13^^  g^^  fo^  ^jg  expenses.     The  Taxing  Master 
cution  of  a  '  .  ° 

deeddis-  allowed   10/.^  as  the  expense  which  would  have  been 

yond^e  wc-     ^"c^^^ed  in  obtaining  the  execution  in  Paris,  through 

pense  of  doing  an  agent. 

It  through  an 

agent 

Mr.  -B.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Fowler,  moved  to  review 
the  taxation.  They  relied,  first,  on  the  urgency  of  the 
case,  the  settlement  of  the  matter  having  been  com- 
pleted on  the  11th  of  April,  when  the  24th  was  the  last 
day  on  which  it  could  have  been  effected.  Secondly, 
that  on  another  occasion,  the  expenses  of  a  journey  to 
Paris,  by  the  express  desire  of  the  client,  had  been 
allowed  on  taxation,  and  that  the  client,  though  he  had 
given  no  express  directions,  in  the  present  instance,  had 
afterwards  sanctioned  it. 


Mr.  Cairns,  contra,  was  not  heard. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Master  has  come  to  a  right  conclusion.  It  is 
obvious,  on  the  evidence,  that  it  was  not  necessary  to 
take  this  journey,  and  it  stands  on  a  totally  different 
footing  from  the  other  journey,  which  was  undertaken 
by  the  express  desire  of  the  client.  The  recognition 
amounts  to  this : — "  I  ought  to  pay  in  consequence  of 
the  advantage  I  have  obtained  from  it."     It  is  not  a 

promise 
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promise  or  wish  to  pay,  whether  he  was  liable  or  not, 
in  the  same  way  as  if  he  had  originally  directed  the 
journey  to  be  taken. 

The  motion  naust  be  refused. 


COARD  V.  HOLDERNESS. 

March  3, 5. 
J^AZARUS  HOLDERNESS,  by  his  will,  dated  The  testator 
in  February,  1851,  appointed  his  son  Henry  Hoi-  £1^* effects^*" 

derness,    C.   W.  Coard  and    P.  A,  Coard,   executors  and  property, 
I  whfttsoever 

thereof,  and  bequeathed  four  legacies,  and  then  pro-  a„d  where- 

ceeded  thus: — "  And,  subject  to  the  said  four  legacies,  «>ever,"  which 

/ne  WAS  or 
give,  bequeath  and  dispose  of  all  estate,  effects  and  might  be  pos- 

property,  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  which  I  am  now  J^^Jkd  to  "  to 

or  shall  at  the  time  of  my  decease  be  possessed  of  or  his  three  exe- 

tntitled  to,  at  law  or  in  equity,  or  over  which  I  have  executorsand 

wy  right  or  power  of  disposition,  unto  my  son  Henry  administra- 

Bolderness  and   C.  W,  Coard  and  P.  A,  Coard,  their  trust  to  stand 

^ecutors  and  administrators,  upon  trust  to  stand  pos-  po"«»Jfd 

sessed  thereof,  and  of  the  proceeds  thereof,  upon  the  the  proceeds 

trusts  following,  that  is  to  say :— I  direct  the  same  to  ^JJ^n'3^ 

^  divided  into  five  equal  parts  or  shares,  and,  as  to  for  children 

one  of  such  equal  fifth   parts  or  shares,  upon  trust  to  childrwi.  ' 

pay  the  income  thereof,  accruing:  from  my  decease,  to  Held,  that  this, 

.  .     by  itself,  would 

^y  eldest  son  Lazarus  George  Holderness,  during  his  pass  real  es- 

'ife;  and  from  and  after  bis  decease,  upon  trust,  as  to  *?^'  ^"^  "P**" 

'     '^  '  the  subsequent 

the  expressions, 
and  the  ge- 
neral scope  and  object  of  the  will,  the  contrary  was  held. 
The  Court,  in  this  case,  principally  relied  on  the  absence  of  the  words  "  heirs," 
*' devise"  and  •*  rent,"  and  the  use  of  the  expressions  "possession,"  "executors  and 
■dmioistrators,"  "  principal,"  the  "  balance,"  "  the  principal  of  the  said  legacies/'  the 
direction  to  claim  a  share  from  "  his  personal  representatives,"  and  the  power  to 
Appoint  new  trustees,  applicable  to  "  executors"  and  not  to  "  heirs." 

l2 
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1865.        the  principal,  for  all  and  every  of  his  children  and  child 
^"^^       who   shall   attain    the    age  of  twenty-one   years,"   as 
V,  tenants  in  common.     And  he  gave  the  trustees  a  power 

HoLDERNEss.  ^f  maintenance  out  of  the  income  of  the  shares  and  of 
advancement  to  the  extent  of  half  **  the  presumptive 
share."  But  in  case  no  child  should  live  to  acquire 
a  vested  interest,  there  was  a  gift  over  of  "  such  prin- 
cipal." The  testator  then  gave  the  other  four-fiflbs 
upon  like  trusts  for  his  sons  Henry  and  William,  and  his 
daughters  Mrs.  Langdon  and  Mrs.  Porter,  and  their  re- 
spective children,  in  similar  language  applicable  only  to 
personalty  as  in  the  gift  to  Lazarus  George.  As  to  the 
second  share,  for  instance,  he  directed  1,000/.  SJ/.  per 
cent.,  or  its  value,  to  be  deducted  thereout,  and  gave 
the  ^'balance"  to  another  son;  and  throughout  the 
whole,  he  spoke  of  the  otiginal  parts  or  shares  or  lega- 
cies." And  as  to  the  fifth  share  be  proceeded  as  follows : 
— **  And  as  to  the  other  or  remaining  one  of  such  equal 
fifth  parts  or  shares,  upon  trust  for,  and  I  bequeath 
the  same  (o,  my  son  William  Holderness,\f  \\\\ng  at  my 
decease  (who  has  been  for  many  years  absent  and  not 
heard  of),  but  upon  this  express  condition  : — namely, 
that  he  the  said  William  Holderness,  if  living  at  my  de- 
cease, do,  within  seven  years  from  the  day  of  my 
decease,  personally  claim  the  same  from  my  executors 
or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  the  executors 
or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  or  other  my  legal 
personal  representative  for  the  time  being,  at  the  Royal 
Exchange,  in  the  city  of  London,  in  the  presence  of  two 
witnesses;  and  if  he  shall  not  so  claim  the  same 
within  the  period  aforesaid,"  then  his  share  was  to  be  in 
trust  for  the  other  four  branches  of  his  family.  And  he 
directed,  "  that  the  said  fifth  part  of  his  estate,  eflfects 
and  property,  intended*'  for  William  should,  in  the 
mean  while,  "  be  accumulated  in  the  way  of  compound 
interest."    There  was  a  power  for  the  trustees,  or  the 

last 
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last  acting  trustee,  "  or  his  executors  or  administrators,** 
to  appoint  new  trustees,  in  case  the  trustees,  "  their 
executors  or  administrators,**  should  die  or  desire  to  be 
discharged,  &c.  &c.  Holdernesi. 

The  testator  had  real  and  personal  estate,  both  at  the 
date  of  his  will  and  at  his  decease. 

On  the  death  of  the  testator,  his  son  Lazarus  Oeorge 
Holderness,  as  his  heir  at  law,  claimed  to  be  entitled  to 
the  real  estate,  on  the  ground  that  the  testator  died 
intestate  as  to  it.  The  Plaintiff,  a  granddaughter  of 
the  testator,  instituted  this  suit  to  establish  the  will  and 
have  the  rights  of  all  parties  determined. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Prendergast,  for  the  Plaintiff. 
The  general  words  of  description  of  the  property  are 
quite  sufficient  to  include  real  estate,  and  the  effect  of 
them  is  not  cut  down  by  any  apparent  intentfon  in  this 
will  to  limit  them  to  personal  estate,  or  by  any  subse- 
quent expressions  contained  in  it.  On  the  contrary,  the 
testator,  in  framing  his  will,  seems  to  be  in  search  of 
the  most  general  and  extensive  phrases,  and  the  terms 
he  employs,  "  all  ihe  estate  and  property,**  "  whatsoever 
and  wheresoever,"  "  which  he  is  possessed  of  or  entitled 
to,"  or  "  has  power  to  dispose  of,"  are  universal.  There 
»  nothing  there  specific,  but  all  are  general  terms,  of  the 
largest  and  most  comprehensive  description.  These  can- 
not be  rejected,  but  must  include  the  whole  real  estate ; 
Bopewellv.  Ackland{a) ;  Tilley  v.  Simpson  (b) ;  Terrel 
^'  Pog^ic)}  Midland  Counties  Railway  Company  v. 
Otwin  (flf ). 

But,  secondly,  it  will  be  argued  that,  because  the  tes- 
tator has   given  the   property  to  his  trustees,  "  their 

executors 

(fl)  1   Com.  Rep.  164.  (c)  1  Ch.  Ca,  262. 

(6)  2  T.  R.  659,  n. ;  cited  1         (d)  1  CoU.  74. 
Cox,  362. 
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1855.  executors  and  administrators^'  he  shews  that  he  con- 
templated personal  estate  only.  Too  great  stress,  how- 
ever, is  laid  on  the  words  '^  executors  and  ad  minis tra- 
HoLDERMEss.  tors/'  as  pointing  to  personalty,  but  those  words  do  not 
express  devolution  of  property,  but  only  the  cesser  of 
the  trustees*  interest  by  death,  and  there  is  nothing  in 
the  limitation  of  the  property  to  the  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators of  the  trustees,  from  which  it  would  be 
inferred,  that  real  estate  was  not  intended  to  be  included, 
especially  since  the  late  Wills'  Act ;  Doe  d.  Spearing  v. 
Buckner{a);  Doe  d.  Hurrell  v.  Uurrell{b);  Hunter  v. 
Pugh{c),  In  using  those  words,  the  testator,  probably, 
had  in  his  mind  the  greater  convenience  of  continuing 
the  trust  to  the  personal  representative  of  the  surviving 
tr-ustee,  than  of  allowing  it  to  devolve  upon  his  heirs. 
This  takes  place  under  the  Bankrupt  Acts,  where  the 
real  estate  of  a  bankrupt  is  vested  in  the  personal  repre- 
sentative of  the  assignee. 

Thirdly,  as  to  the  other  words  used  by  the  testator. 
He  "disposes  of  all  his  estate."  That  is  sufficient  to 
pass  realty.  The  words  "  their  executors,"  the  ex- 
pressions "  legacies,"  **  stand  possessed  thereof  and  of 
the  proceeds  thereof,"  &c.,  are  all  evidently  used  with 
reference  to  a  conversion,  which  the  testator  contem- 
plated by  the  word  *'  proceeds,"  but  which  he  neglected 
to  direct  in  explicit  terms.  Keeping  this  in  mind,  those 
words,  and  all  the  expressions  used  by  the  testator, 
applicable  to  trusts  of  personalty,  become  perfectly 
intelligible  and  consistent.  They  cited  Church  v. 
Mundy{d)]  Saumarez  v.  Saumarez{e)\  Doe  d.  Ellis 
v.  Ellis  {f);  Doe  d.  Morgan  v.  Morgan  {g)]  Doe  d. 
Hick  V.  Dring  (,h);  Stokes  v.  Salamons  (i). 

Mr. 

(a)  6  r.  R.  610.  (/•)  9  East,  R.  382. 

(6)  5  Barn,  ^  Aid.  18.  (g)  6  Bam.  ^  Cr.  512. 

(c)  9  L.  J.  (AT.  S.)  Ch.  62.  (/i)  2  Mau.  Sf  Stlw.  448,  454. 

(rf)  15  Ves.  396.  (*)  9  Hare,  75. 

(f)  4  My  I.  4  Cr.  331. 
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ISlr.   Roupell  and   Mr.   Doria,   for   Defendants   in  1855. 

the  same  interest,  cited  Deny.  Trout  {a);  Doe  d.  Wall  v^v-^' 

?.  Xanglandsijb);  Noel  v.  Hoy{c) ;  Thomas  v.  Pkelpsid) ;  ^^""^ 

S€MMder$on   v.   Dobson{e);     Hilliam   v.    Thomas  {f) ;  Holderness. 
J^^Msgma  v.  Jongsma  {g). 

Mr.  i2.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Sidney  Smith,  for  the  heir  at 
la.^.    The  real  question  is,  whether  the  scheme  of  the 
will  and  the  intention  of  the  testator  do  not  exclude  the 
real  estate.     The  gift  is  to  the  three  executors,  their 
executors  and   administrators^  and  not  to  their  heirs, 
*'  upon  trust  to  stand  possessed  thereof  and  of  the  pro- 
ceeds thereof,''  on  certain  trusts,  of  which  a  long  series 
is  declared.     Then    he  gives   W.  E.    Holderness  his 
share,  if  in  seven  years  he  claims  it  from  "  his  legal  per- 
Boual  representatives,"  and  in  the  meantime  he  directs 
it  to  be  accumulated  till  he  comes  to  claim.     This,  with 
the  effect  of  the   other  words,   **  effects,"  "  legacies," 
*' executors  and  administrators"  of  the  trustees,  shew, 
that  he  only  contemplated  personal  estate.     They  cited 
Church  V.  Mundy  (A)  ;   Woollam  v.  Kenworthy  (i)  ;  Doe 
d.  Bunny  v.  Rout  (A). 

Mr.  Lloyd  in  reply.  The  testator  uses  '*  proceeds  " 
m  one  place,  and  **  income "  in  another,  he  therefore 
must  be  understood  as  referring  to  a  sale  of  the  real 
estate.     Meeds  v.  Wood  {I)  was  also  referred  to. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  case  has  been  fully  argued,  and  as  I  have  had 

an 

(c)  15  East,  394.  {g)  1  Cox,  362. 

[b)  14  East,  370.  (A)  15  Ves.  396. 

[c)  5  Madd  38.  (i)  9  Ves.  137. 

(^)  4  Kiot.  348.  (k)  7  Taunt.  79;    2   Marsh. 

{e)  10  Beav.  478 ;  1  'Exch.  397 ;  1  Jarm.  on  WilU,  659, 
%141.  660. 

(/)  12  East,  141.  (/)  19  Beav.  215. 
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1855.  &n  opportunity  of  considering  it,  I  will  express  my  opinion 
at  once.  Though  I  have  striven  to  come  to  an  opposite 
conclusion,  this  bequest  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  include 
H0LDERNE88.  the  real  estate.  I  have  striven,  because  the  Court  is 
naturally  anxious  to  arrive  at  such  a  conclusion  as  will 
not  lead  to  an  intestacy.  On  the  whole  view  of  this 
case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  real  estate  is  not  included 
in  the  words  used  by  the  testator.  There  can  be  no 
question  that  the  first  words,  taken  alone,  are  sufficient 
to  include  the  real  estate  :  they  are,  ''  all  estate,  eflfects 
and  property,  &c.,  ....  power  of  disposition."  No 
words  can  be  larger  than  these,  and  I  have  not  the 
slightest  doubt  that  these  words  are  sufficient  to  include 
real  estate. 

I  am  then  of  opinion,  that  the  burden  of  proof  is 
thrown  upon  the  heir  at  law,  to  shew  that  these  words 
are,  according  to  the  settled  rules  of  construction,  to  be 
cut  down  so  as  to  include  personal  estate  only. 

I  think  that  the  rest  of  the  will  does  justify  the  Court 
in  coming  to  the  conclusion,  that  these  words  were  in- 
tended to  be  confined  to  personal  estate.  The  view  I 
take  of  this  case  is  this : — that  these  words  are  to  be 
construed  with  due  regard  to  the  general  scope  and 
object  of  the  testator,  and  that,  for  this  purpose,  the 
whole  will  must  be  looked  at  together.  Now,  the  first 
peculiarity  to  be  observed  is  this : — that  there  is  not, 
upon  the  face  of  the  will,  a  single  expression  which  refers 
particularly  or  peculiarly  to  the  real  estate.  The  word 
"  heir"  is  not  to  be  found  in  it,  nor  are  the  words,  "  de- 
vise" or  "  rent;"  there  is  nothing  which  points  exclu- 
sively to  real  estate,  although  there  are  one  or  two  ex- 
pressions which  are  ambiguous.  The  reason  on  which 
my  opinion  is  founded  is  very  much  the  same  as  that 
in  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Spearing  v.  Buckner  (a),  because 

all 
(a)  6  Term  Rep.  610. 
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all  the  subsequent  expressions  are  referable  to  personal  1866. 
estate.  In  the  first  place,  having  used  these  general 
words  which  I  have  stated,  the  testator  gives  the  pro- 
perty to  two  persons,  "  their  executors  and  admini-  HoLDBRWEii. 
strators,"  without  giving  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  the 
real  estate.  He  does  not  use  words  properly  appli- 
cable to  a  gift  of  real  estate  in  fee.  The  trustees  are 
directed  to  stand  "  possessed  thereof"  upon  trust 
to  divide  the  same  into  five  parts,  and  pay  the 
"income"  of  one  part  to  his  son  Lazarus  for  life, 
and  as  to  the  ''  principal "  upon  trust  for  his  children. 
The  word  "principal"  has  exclusive  reference  to 
personal  estate.  With  respect  to  the  next  one-fifth, 
be  directs  that  1,000/.  stock,  or  its  value,  shall  be  taken 
thereout,  and  he  gives  "the  balance"  to  another  son. 
As  to  the  third  share,  he  directs  "the  income"  to  be 
paid  to  his  daughter,  and  on  her  death  "  in  trust  as  to 
the  principal  of  the  said  legacies,"  (still  speaking  of  it  as 
"principal  of  the  legacy,")  for  her  children.  He  does 
the  same  as  to  the  fourth  share.  As  to  the  fifth  share, 
he  gives  it  to  his  son,  on  condition  of  his  personally 
claiming  it  within  seven  years  from  the  testator's  "  exe- 
cntors,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  the  exe- 
cutors or  administrators  of  such  survivor  or  other  his 
personal  representatives  for  the  time  being," — excluding 
the  notion  that  there  would  be  anything  vested  in  the 
heir  of  the  surviving  trustee.  He  directs  "  that  the  said 
iillh  part  of  his  estate  and  efiects  and  property"  intended 
for  his  son  William,  (thus  using  the  same  words, 
"estate,  effects  and  property,"  which  he  had  before 
lucd,)  should  "  be  accumulated  in  the  way  of  compound 
interest" 

Id  the  direction  for  the  appointment  of  new  trustees, 
the  word  "heir"  does  not  occur,  but  he  speaks  through- 
out of  the  trustees,  and  their  or  his  "  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators" 
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1856.        miniBtrators/'  evidently  contemplating  their  duties  to 
extend  over  personal  estate  only. 

What  is  confirmatory  of  this  is,  that  in  the  early  part 
of  the  will  he  gives  legacies  and  says,  subject  to  the  said 
four  legacies,  '^  I  give,  bequeath,  and  dispose  of  all 
estate/'  &c.  It  would  be  difficult  to  say  that  this  would 
be  a  charge  of  the  legacies  on  the  real  estate,  and  yet 
he  seems  to  be  disposing  of  something  out  of  which 
the  legacies  are  payable ;  this  is  confirmatory  of  the 
view  I  have  taken.  Again,  he  directs  another  legacy, 
in  a  certain  event,  to  fall  ''into  the  residue  of  my 
estate,"— words  still  applicable  to  personal  estate, — 
into  which  the  legacy  would  naturally  fall.  All  these 
observations  appear  to  me  to  con6rm  the  same  view, 
that  all  the  limitations  seem  applicable  to  personal 
estate.  The  word  ''proceeds"  is  the  only  word  which 
is  ambiguous* 

Now,  what  are  the  authorities  which  should  compel 
me  to  come  to  a  contrary  conclusion?  In  Woollam  v. 
Kenworthy  (a),  the  Court  did  proceed  upon  the  context 
of  the  will,  and  upon  the  general  form  and  scheme  as 
demonstrating  the  intention.  Church  v.  Mundy  {b)  does 
not  appear  to  militate  against  this  construction  in  any 
respect.  In  that  case  there  was  a  general  gift  of  "  all 
such  worldly  estate  and  effects  as  it  may  please  God  to 
bless  me  withal,  whether  real  or  personal/'  using  the 
word  "  real."  There  was  no  question  that  this  would 
pass  freehold  estate,  but  the  question  was  this : — whether, 
assuming  he  had  no  freehold  estate,  a  reversion  in  copy- 
holds would  pass  under  these  words.  Lord  Eldon  held 
that  it  would  pass,  for  otherwise  no  meaning  could  be 
attached  to  the  words  "  real  estate."     Church  v.  Mundy 

shows 
(a)  9  Va.  137.  {b)  15  Ve$.  396. 


CASES  IN  CHANCEaY.  166 

ihows  that  the  words  *'  real  estate  "  might  be  applied  1855. 
to  a  reversion  of  copyholds,  where  there  were  no  free-  ^TT^'*^^ 
holds  to  answer  those  words,  but  does  not  militate  «« 

against  Wbollam  v.  Kenworthy,  which  laid  it  down  that  Ho^-^^w'*^ 
you  must  look  to  the  whole  will  to  discover  the  inten- 
tioQof  the  testator.  Yoa  must  always  look  to  the  gene- 
ral rale  laid  down  by  a  Judge  with  reference  to  the  case 
before  him,  and  Lord  Eldon  says  (a),  ''  the  best  rule  of 
construction  is  that,  which  takes  the  words  to  compre- 
hend a  subject  that  falls  within  their  usual  sense,  unless 
there  is  somethiug  like  declaration  plain  to  the  contrary.*' 
That  rule  has  been  applied  to  the  case  of  Church  ¥• 
Mundy,  where  the  testator  has  disposed  of  real  estate, 
having  only  a  reversion  in  copyholds,  and  the  conae^ 
quence  was  that  it  would  pass  ''  unless  there  is  some- 
like deqlaration  plain  to  the  contrary." 


How  does  Saumarez  v.  Saumarez  (b)  affect  this  ques- 
tion? The  testator  had  there  disposed  of  his  Dorset- 
Mre  estate  to  his  son  for  life,  and  immediately  pro- 
ceeds to  dispose  of  the  residue  of  his  property ;  Lord 
Cottenham  held,  as  was  stated  by  Sir  O.  Turner  in 
Stokes  V.  Salomons  {c\  that  he  showed  ''that  he  had 
real  estate  in  his  mind  by  the  disposition  he  had  made 
to  bis  son  of  a  life  interest  only  in  that  particular 
real  estate,"  and  having  that  estate  in  his  mind,  he  pro- 
ceeded to  dispose  of  the  residue  of  his  property,  and  he 
therefore  included  the  reversion  of  the  estate  given  to 
his  son  for  life.  The  intention  of  passing  the  reversion 
(the  words  showing  that  the  testator  had  the  real  estate 
in  bis  mind)  was  not  to  be  overruled  by  a  series  of  sub- 
sequent limitations  applicable  only  to  personal  estate. 

Here  the  testator  has  used  ambiguous  expressions, 
but  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rest  of  the  will  shows,  that 

he 

(a)  15  Ves.  p.  406.  (6)  4  Afy/.  ^  Cr,  331. 

(c)  9  Hart,  83. 
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he  did  not  mean  to  include  his  real  estate.  I  find  in  this 
will  ambiguous  expressions  large  enough  to  include  the 
real  estate,  but  I  think  the  rest  of  the  will  shows  that 
he  did  not  mean  to  include  it. 

In  Stokes  v.  Salamons  the  testator  had  used  the  word 
"  devise,"  which  is  only  properly  applicable  to  real  estate. 
There  is  no  such  word  in  this  will,  and  I  think  that  the 
cases  do  not  prevent  me  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
words  used  in  the  present  will  do  not  include  real  estate ; 
and  that,  on  the  contrary,  the  general  scope  and  object 
of  the  will  all  point  to  personal  estate  only,  and  show 
that  he  did  not  intend  his  real  estate  to  pass  by  his 
will. 
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SHAW  V.  NEALE.  Jan.  29,30, 31. 

March  23. 
SfETE  SEWELL  died  in  1836,  having  by  his  will  A  solicitor  hat 
given  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  attor-  "wtl^uiKm  reS 

ney  and  apothecary.    The  testator's  heir,  James  NeaU,  estates  re- 
covered by  him 
a  poor  for  his  client. 

Under  the  1  &  2  Vkt,  c.  110,  and  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  11,  if  a  judgment  creditor  neglect 
to  re-rpgister  within  five  years,  the  judgment  becomes  inoperative,  as  to  purchasers, 
noiteagees  and  creditors,  (both  anterior  and  subsequent),  until  re-registration,  from 
vbicb  period  alone  it  then  operates  as  against  them. 

Aiolicitor,  pending  his  employment,  took  security  for  costs  Arom  a  poor  and  illiterate 
client  Held,  that,  assuming  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  client  had  the  same  rights  as 
tbe  Utter,  still  that,  after  ten  years'  acquiescence,  the  accounts  would  not  be  opened. 

The  allocatur  of  the  Taxing  Master,  upon  a  taxation,  does  not,  when  registered 
under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  constitute  a  charge  on  the  real  estate  of  the  client. 

The  Plaintiflf^  a  solicitor,  obtained  from  his  client  securities  on  his  real  estate,  whilst 
I>e  wilfully  obstructed  the  Defendant  (the  former  solicitor)  in  obtaining  a  final  order 
for  |M3nnent  of  his  taxed  costs,  which  would  have  enabled  him  to  obtain  a  charge  under 
tbe  1  &  2  Viet.  c.  110.  The  Court  held,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  nevertheless  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  his  securities. 

An  estate  was  mortgaged  to  J.  for  a  sum  and  further  advances.  AfVerwards,  B. 
obtained  a  charge  on  the  estate,  by  means  of  a  judgment.  Held,  that  further  advances 
made  to  the  mortgagor  by  A.^  after  notice  of  the  judgment,  had  no  priority  over  JB.*s 
cUim. 

The  doctrine  of  the  case  of  Gordon  v.  Graham  (2  Eq.  Ca.  Ah,  598)  doubted. 


Mr.  Shaw.  Mr.  Remnant. 

1837.  Compromise. 
Feb,  1838.  Shaw  discharged,  and  Remnant  appointed. 
March.  1839.  Judgment  and  elegit. 

ApriL  1839.  Master's  allocatur 

registered. 
June.  1839.)  ^  ^  ^     ^ 

April.  1810.  J  Mortgages  to  ;?. 

Nov.  1840.  Allocatur  served. 
Jan.  22,  1841.  Further  charge. 

Jan.  30,  1 84 1 .  Order  for  payment 

registered. 
Jon.  8,  1844.  Further  charge. 

Jan.  30, 1846.  Five  years  expire. 
Nov.  30, 1 846.  Re-registration. 
Not7.30,1851    Five  years  again 
expire. 
1852.  Further  charge. 

^00.30,1852.  Re-registration. 
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1855.  &  poor  and  illiterate  labouring  man,  unable  to  read  or 
write,  employed  the  Plaintiff,  Mr.  ShaWf  an  attorney,  to 
to  prosecute  bis  claim  to  the  testator's  real  estate ;  and 
NeaUf  in  1836,  obtained  a  verdict  in  an  action  of  eject- 
ment; a  subsequent  compromise  between  the  parties,  in 
1837,  acknowledged  his  right  to  the  property,  which  was 
of  the  value  of  between  3,000/.  and  4,000i  By  an  in- 
denture,  dated  the  6th  of  January y  1837,  certain  out- 
standing terms  therein,  or  in  part  thereof,  were  assigned 
to  the  Plaintiff,  in  trust  for  Neale,  and  to  attend  the  in- 
heritance. 

In  1836,  the  Plaintiff,  on  behalf  of  Neale,  had  also  in- 
stituted a  suit  in  Chancery  against  the  devisees  of  Setoell^ 
for  an  account  of  mesne  rents  and  proBts  of  the  premises 
recovered  in  the  ejectment,  and,  by  an  order  of  the  26th 
of  November,  1836,  the  devisees  were  directed  to  bring 
the  title-deeds,  &c.  into  Court,  where  they  still  re- 
mained; but,  in  consequence  of  the  compromise,  all 
proceedings,  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  were  stayed. 

In  September^  1837,  the  property  recovered  in  the 
ejectment  was  put  up  for  sale,  in  six  lots,  three  of 
which  were  sold,  and  the  deposits  were  paid  to  the  Plain- 
tiff. In  February y  1838,  Neale,  who  had  as  yet  received 
no  fruit  of  the  litigation,  acting  under  the  advice  of  the 
Rev.  H.  S.  Taylor,  who  from  the  first  had  taken  a  great 
interest  in  the  case,  discharged  the  Plaintiff,  and  em- 
ployed the  Defendant,  Mr.  Remnant,  to  act  as  his  soli- 
citor. 

On  the  8th  of  February,  1838,  Remnant  applied  to 
the  Plaintiff  for  his  accounts,  and  afterwards  obtained 
an  order  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  the  delivery 
and  taxation  of  the  Plaintiff's  bill  of  costs  against  Neale. 

The  taxation  in  the  Queen's  Bench  was  proceeded 

with. 
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with,  and,  on  the  1 1th  of  April,  1839,  the  PlaintHT  ob- 
tained the  Master's  allocatur^  finding  1,238/.  2«.  3<f.  doe 
to  him,  which  allocatur^  the  Plaintiff,  op  the  16th  of  the 
same  month,  registered  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
io  pursaance  of  the  statute  (1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110). 

On  the  17th  of  Marchj  1839,  Remnant  obtained  from 
NeaU  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  judgment  for 
1,000/.  to  secure  500/.  and  interest.  On  the  same  day, 
jod^ent  for  that  amount  was  entered  up  and  re- 
gistered, and  a  writ  of  eUgit  was  issued,  by  virtue  of 
which  the  Sheriff  delivered  possession  of  the  property  to 
^mnanty  who  had  ever  since  retained  possession  of  it, 
uid  had  received  the  rents  since  accrued  due  thereon. 
On  the  12th  of  June^  1839,  Remnant  obtained  from 
iVfla/e.a  mortgage  on  the  property  to  secure  two  sums 
rf600/.  and  147/.  and  interest,  together  with  future  ad- 
vances. On  the  16th  of  April,  1840,  an  agreement  was 
(Dteied  into  between  Remnant  and  Neale,  whereby, 
after  reciting  the  previous  securities,  and  that  Neale  was 
indebted  to  Remnant  in  a  sum  of  380/.  85.  bd,,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  former  sums,  the  mortgaged  premises  were 
made  subject  to  this  further  charge  of  380/.  89. 5^.,  with 
interest  thereon  at  6/.  per  cent.,  making  the  total  amount 
charged  1 ,027/.  Ss.  5d.  On  the  23rd  of  November,  1840, 
Smnant  obtained  from  Neale  a  warrant  of  attorney  to 
confess  judgment  for  the  sum  of  1,000/.,  and  judgment 
was  entered  up  thereon  the  next  day,  and  an  elegit  was 
ittned  and  duly  executed  by  the  Sheriff. 

On  the  22nd  of  January,  1841,  a  further  agreement 
was  made  between  Neale  and  Remnant,  whereby  it  was 
agreed,  that,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  1,228/.,  then 
alleged  to  be  due  from  the  former  to  the  latter,  all  the 
estate  and  hereditaments  of  Neale  sbouM  be  charged 

with 
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1865.       ^ith  the  payment  thereof,  and  interest  thereon  at  5/. 

^^^^^^      per  cent,  from  the  date  thereof. 
Shaw 

V. 

Nbalb.  From  the  time  of  obtaining  the  Master's  allocatur^ 

the  Plaintiff  had  made  every  exertion  to  serve  it  on 
Neakf  but  was  unable  to  do  so  by  reason,  as  he  alleged, 
of  his  being  kept  out  of  the  way,  at  the  suggestion 
and  by  the  contrivance  of  Remnant^  to  prevent  service. 
On  the  14th  of  November,  1840,  the  Plaintiff,  upon  an 
application  being  made  to  the  Court  by  Remnant,  on 
behalf  of  Neale,  for  production  of  the  title-deeds  to  the 
estate  of  the  latter,  obtained  an  order  requiring  Remnant 
to  produce  Neale,  and  accordingly,  to  avoid  an  attach- 
ment, he  was  produced  at  the  chambers  of  Remnants 
town  agent,  and  duly  served  with  the  allocatur.  The 
Plaintiff  then,  upon  the  28th  of  January,  1841,  ob- 
tained a  peremptory  rule  of  Court,  or  absolute  order,  for 
payment  of  the  amount  of  the  allocatur,  which,  on  the 
30th  of  the  same  month,  he  registered  as  a  judgment  for 
1,238/.  2s.  3d.  under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  1 10,  s.  19. 

On  the  30th  oi  July,  1841,  the  Plaintiff  purchased 
the  benefit  of  the  contract  for  one  of  the  lots  sold,  and 
he  claimed  to  retain  the  purchase-money  for  the  amount 
due  to  him  from  Neale. 

On  the  8th  oi  January,  1844,  another  settlement  of 
accounts  took  place  between  Remnant  and  Neale,  and 
Neale  then  executed  a  fourth  mortgage  to  Remnant, 
dated  the  same  day,  and  expressed  to  be  made  between 
Neale,  of  the  first  part,  Remnant,  of  the  second  part,  and 
G.  H.  Good,  of  the  third  part,  whereby,  after  reciting 
the  previous  securities,  and  that  the  sums  then  due  to 
Remnant  amounted  to  1,796/.^  and  that  in  order  to  dis- 
charge that  amount,  as  well  as  such  further  sums  as 

might 
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tnight  still  arise  or  become  due  to  Remnant,  Neale  had        1865. 
agT^  to  execute  the  indenture  therein  mentioned,  it 
WAS  witnessed,  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement  and 
in    consideration  of  the  amount  then  due  to  Remnant^ 
and  also  such  further  and  other  sums  as  Remnant  might 
idvance  or  be  called  upon  to  pay,  Neale  conveyed  the 
estate  and  hereditaments  in  question  to  Good,  to  hold 
the  same  to  him  and  his  heirs,  in  trust,  that  if  Neale,  on 
or  before  the  8th  of  July  then  next,  paid  to  Remnant 
the  sum  of  1,796/.  due  and  owing  to  him,  and  all  further 
sums  to  be  lent  to  Neale,  (not  exceeding  in  the  whole 
the  principal  sum  of  2,000/.  and  interest,)  to  reconvey 
the  same ;  but  if  default  were  made,  then  upon  trust  to 
ttll  and  apply  the  proceeds,  first,  in  payment  of  the  ex- 
penses of  the  sale,  secondly,  of  the  principal  sum  of 
1,796/.,  or  such  other  principal  sum  as  might  then  be 
due  to  Remnant,  and   all   interest  due   thereon,   and 
thirdly,  after  payment  thereof,  to  pay  the  balance  to 

On  the  31st  oi  March,  1852,  a  settlement  of  account 
was  come  to  between  Neale  and  Remnant*,  shewing  the 
amount  due  to  the  latter  to  be  2,248/.  Qs.  \0d. 

The  PlaintifTs  judgment  having  been  registered  on  the 
30th  January,  1841,  he  neglected  to  re-register  it  within 
the  next  five  years ;  it  was  however  re- registered  on  the 
^^  November,  1846.  He  neglected  again  to  re-register 
it  until  the  30th  November,  1862,  thus  leaving,  in  both 
instances,  an  interval  during  which  the  registration 
ceased  to  be  in  full  force. 

On  the  25th  of  January,  1853,  Neale  died,  leaving 
the  Defendant,  James  Neale,  his  only  son  and  heir  at 

VOL.  XX.  M  In 
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1865.  In  this  state  of  things  the  PlaintifT,  on  the  31st  of 

January f  1853,  filed  bis  bill  against  James  Neak,  the 
son,  and  Remnant^  alleging  that  all  the  securities  had 
been  obtained  by  Remnant  with  a  view  to  defeat  his 
judgment  for  the  1,238Z.  2$.  3d.,  the  amount  of  costs 
due  for  recovering  the  property  on  which  Remnant  had 
obtained  his  several  charges,  that  the  property  would 
not  have  existed  without  such  an  outlay,  and  that  it 
therefore  should  be  subject  to  the  PlaintiflTs  claim  as 
a  first  charge. 

He  further  alleged,  that  the  obtaining  of  the  rule  of 
Court,  which  when  registered  had  the  effect  of  a  judg- 
ment, was  in  every  way  obstructed  and  purposely  de- 
layed, and  that  every  device  was  resorted  to  by  Remnant 
for  that  purpose;  and  he  insisted,  therefore,  that  Rem^ 
nanVs  conduct  was  fraudulent,  and  that  the  Court  should 
so  treat  it,  and  should,  as  a  consequence  thereof,  post- 
pone his  charges  to  that  of  the  Plaintiff.  The  Plaintiff 
also  sought  to  open  the  accounts  settled  between  the 
Plaintiff  and  Neale,  and  to  examine  all  the  items,  in- 
cluding the  bills  of  costs,  which  constituted  the  amount 
for  which  the  securities  had  been  given.  He  insisted 
also,  that  if  he  should  fail  in  establishing  absolute 
priority  to  all  Remnant's  charges,  he  was,  at  least, 
entitled  to  rank  above  all  securities  obtained  after  the 
30th  JantLary,  1841,  the  date  of  the  registered  order; 
and  he  asked  a  declaration,  that  he  was  entitled  to  a 
lien  for  the  1,238/.  2^.  3rf.,  and  interest,  upon  the  terms 
of  years  assigned  to  him,  and  the  indenture  of  the  6th 
of  January,  1837,  upon  the  hereditaments  recovered  by 
Neale,  deceased,  upon  the  purchase-money  of  the  parts 
thereof  which  had  been  sold,  and  upon  the  title  deeds, 
&c.  deposited  in  Court;  and  that,  by  virtue  of  the 
allocatur  and  rule  of  Court,  and  the  order  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  he  had  a  charge  in  respect  of  the 

1,238/.  2s.  3d., 
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1,238/.  2s.  3d.f  and  interest,  &c.,  upon  all  the  heredita-  1866. 
ments  and  premises  late  of  James  Neale,  deceased,  and 
upon  such  purchase-money;  and  that,  in  respect  of 
such  lien,  he  was  entitled  to  a  priority  and  preference 
to  the  judgment  and  incumbrances  of  Remnant ;  that 
he  might  be  confirmed  the  purchaser  of  the  lot  so  sold 
to  him,  and  might  be  at  liberty  to  retain  the  purchase- 
money  in  payment  of  the  costs  thereof,  and  of  the  money 
80  doe  to  him ;  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the 
rents  and  profits  received  by  Remnant,  and  for  a  receiver 
and  an  injunction. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Elderton^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

First,  the  Plaintiff  has  a  lien  for  his  costs  on  the  property 
recovered  by  him  for  NeaU  ;  Lloyd  v.  Mason  (a).  The 
property  in  this  case  happens  to  be  real  estate,  but  that 
makes  no  difierence ;  on  every  principle  a  solicitor  ought 
to  be  reimbursed  the  expenses,  by  means  of  which  the 
Bubject  of  the  action  or  suit  is  recovered.  Lord  Hard- 
inci^,  in  Turwin  v.  Gibson  (b),  says,  ''  A  solicitor  has  a 
right  to  be  paid  out  of  the  duty  decreed  for  the  Plaintiff, 
and  has  a  lien  upon  it."  He  here  says  the  lien  is  on  the 
duty  decreed  to  the  Plaintiff,  which  applies  equally  both 
to  real  and  personal  estate.  In  Barnesley  v.  Powell  (c), 
Lord  Hardwiche  is  still  more  distinct  on  the  subject. 
He  says,  '^  If  a  solicitor  prosecutes  to  a  decree,  he  has  a 
lien  on  the  estate  recovered,  in  the  hands  of  the  person 
recovering,  for  his  bills.''  He  adds,  **  In  the  present 
case  the  Committee  has  a  lien  on  the  lunatic's  estate, 
and  I  will  assist  the  solicitor  as  much  as  I  can ;  there- 
fore declare  he  stands  in  the  place  of  the  Committee, 
and  has  a  lien  on  the  lunatic's  estate."  The  Reporter 
adds,  "  Q.  if  he  had  such  lien  ?  The  Counsel  for  the 
lolicitor  doubted   it"     However,  it  appears  from  the 

orders 

(a)  4  Hm,  132.  (b)  3  Atk,  720.        (c)  AmbL  102. 
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1856.  orders  stated  in  the   note,  that  the  Committee  was 

^-^^""^^  declared  to  have  a    lien  for  the  amount  due  to  the 

"^^  solicitor  on  the  personal  and  real  estate,  and  that  the 

Nbale.  solicitor  was  entitled  to  stand  in  his  place. 

Whatever  be  the  property  or  duty  recovered,  and 
whether  it  be  real  or  personal  estate,  the  same  principle 
is  therefore  applicable,  and  the  client  shall  not  carry 
off  the  fruit  without  bearing  the  expense  of  recovering 
it,  nor  can  a  party  do  so  who  claims  under  him  with 
notice  of  the  lien. 

The  nature  of  a  solicitor's  lien  on  documents  in  his 

hands  is  very  clearly  dealt  with  by  Lord  Coitenham  in 

Richards  v.  Platel{a),  who  considers  it  as  equivalent  to 

a  contract.     He  says,  '*  I  cannot  see  how  there  can  be 

any  sound  distinction  on  this  point  between  the  case  of 

a  solicitor  claiming  a  lien  on  the  papers  of  his  client,  and 

the  case  of  any  other  creditor  who  holds  a  security  for 

his  debt."     The  lien  of  a  solicitor  on  deeds  is  a  legal 

right,  Pelly  v.  Wathen{b),  and  it  can  be  actively  enforced 

as  against  a  fund  realized,  though  not  as  against  the 

papers ;  Bozon  v.  Bolland  (c).    This  right  of  the  solicitor 

cannot  be  defeated  by  the  notice  or  release  of  his  client; 

Pope  V.  Wood  (d),  Gifford  v.  Gifford  (e) ;  nor,  a  fortiori, 

by  a  mortgage  with  notice.    In  JEx  parte  Bryant  (f)  the 

Court  had,  in  the  first  instance,  ordered  costs  to  be  paid 

by  the  adverse  party  to  the  client,  but  the  latter  being 

insolvent,  they  were  ordered  to  be  paid  to  the  solicitor, 

by  virtue  of  his  lien.   The  client  cannot,  behind  the  back 

of  his  solicitor,  by  arrangements  with    his   opponent, 

cheat  the  solicitor  out  of  his  lien ;   Cole  v.  Bennett  (g). 

The 

(a)  Craig  8f  Ph.  p.  82.  (rf)  2  Anstr.  577. 

(6)  7   Hare,  351 ;    I   De  G.  (e)  Forrest,  109. 

M.  4-  G.  16.  (/)  1  Maddock,  49. 

(c)  4  %/.  4-  Craig,  354.  (g)  6  Price,  15. 
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The  lien  is  not  destroyed  by  the  proceedings  taken  by 
the  Plaintiff  to  make  bis  claim  effectual,  Bawtree  v. 
WaUon  {a\  though  it  might  be  superseded  by  taking  a 
security;  Cowell  v.  Simpson  (b).  Nbalk. 

But  the  Plaintiff  is  also  entitled  to  a  lien  on  the  term 
of  years  which  has  been  assigned  to  him,  and  also  on 
the  deeds  in  Court  On  the  first  point  they  also  referred 
to  Lambert  v.  JBuckmaster  (c),  ^nd  Brooks  v.  Bourne  (cQ. 

Secondly,  the  Plaintiff  has  priority  by  virtue  of  the 
registration,  under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  1 10,  in  the  first 
instance,  of  the  Master's  allocatur  (which  was  equivalent 
to  a  rule  of  Court  for  payment  of  the  amount),  and  after- 
wards of  the  peremptory  rule  or  absolute  order  for 
payment  of  the  1 ,238/.  2s.  3d.  Even  if  the  argument, 
that  the  registration  of  the  Master's  allocatur  is  within 
the  provisions  of  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  1 10,  ss.  18,  19,  and 
the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  11,  s.  4,  cannot  be  maintained,  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  not  made  under  an  order  to  pay, 
but  under  an  order  to  proceed  to  taxation,  and,  there- 
fore, the  amount  due  was  unascertained,  still  when  the 
uaount  due  bad  been  ascertained,  and  the  order  of  the 
28th  January,  1841,  obtained  and  registered  on  the 
30th  of  the  same  month,  the  Plaintiff  from  that  time 
bid  a  charge  upon  Neale's  estates. 

Thirdly,  the  judgment  was  not  invalidated  by  its  non- 
Kgistry  within  five  years,  for  the  Defendant  had  distinct 
notice  of  its  existence.  The  4th  section  of  the  2  &  3 
^tcf.  c.  II,  does  not  supersede  the  equitable  doctrine 
of  notice,  and  applies  only  to  purchasers  without  notice. 
It  was  intended  to  protect  persons  who  dealt  with  the 

owner 

W  2  Keen,  713.  (c)  2  Barn.  *  Cr.  616. 

(6;  16  Vei.  275.  (rf)  1  Frice,  72. 
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1856.  owner  of  an  estate  in  ignorance  of  existing  judgments, 
and  not  persons  who  had  full  knowledge  of  prior  equities. 
Again,  theS  &  4  Vict.  c.  82,  s. 2,  limits  the  then  existing 
effect  of  notice,  and  provides  that  no  judgment  shall 
affect  purchasers  unless  registered,  any  notice  notwith- 
standing. But  this  only  applies  to  the  original  regis- 
tration ;  for  when  once  efTectually  on  the  register,  the 
effect  of  its  non -registration  is  governed  by  the  previous 
act,  and  it  is  therefore  still  operative  as  against  pur- 
chasers with  notice.  The  restriction  was  intended  for 
the  protection  of  mortgagees  subsequent  to  the  ex- 
piration of  the  five  years,  who  might  be  misled  by  the 
registry,  and  there  was  no  intention  to  alter  existing 
priorities  by  a  subsequent  accidental  omission  to  re- 
register. The  Plaintiff's  judgment  therefore  is  effective 
against  all  the  Defendant's  securities  subsequent  to  the 
30ih  of  January,  1841. 

Fourthly.  But  the  conduct  of  Remnant  has  been 
such,  that  in  equity  all  the  securities  ought  to  be  post- 
poned to  the  Plaintiff's  claim.  He  fraudulently  with- 
drew his  client,  and  collusively  prevented  the  Plaintiff's 
serving  him,  so  as  to  obtain  a  final  order  for  payment, 
which  he  might  register  and  thus  charge  the  real  estate, 
and  in  the  meanwhile,  Remnant  occupied  himself  in 
obtaining  securities  from  his  client  on  the  estate  for  his 
costs.  This  was  a  fraud  on  the  Plaintiff,  of  which  the 
Defendant  cannot  take  advantage.  In  Blenkinsopp  v. 
JBknkinsopp  (a),  a  conveyance  executed  pendente  lite  to 
defeat  the  subsequent  remedy  for  recovering  alimony, 
by  process  of  sequestration,  was  set  aside  as  a  fraudu- 
lent contrivance  to  defeat  the  Plaintiff  of  her  legal 
remedies. 

Fifthly.    The  Plaintiff  stands  in  the  place  of  Neale, 

and 
(a)  12  Bern.  568. 
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aiad  has  a  right  to  have  the  securities  given  by  Neale, 
a  poor  and  illiterate  man,  while  the  relation  of  solicitor 
and  client  subsisted,  opened  and  examined,  and  to  have 
tbe  bills  of  costs  taxed,  and  the  securities  given  for  them 
itcind  for  the  amount  actually  due  on  taking  the  accounts. 

Lastly,  although  the  Defendant's  securities  cover 
future  advances,  still  no  such  advances  are  valid  as 
against  the  Plaintiff,  after  the  Defendant  had  notice  of 
the  Plaintiff's  charge  on  the  estate.    After  that  time 

Remnant  could  not  even  turn  interest  into  principal; 

IMgby  v.  Craggs  (a),  and  Montague  v.  Ratcliffe  (6). 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

My  present  impression  is,  that  no  case  is  made  for 
setting  aside  Remnant's  securities  on  the  ground  of 
fraud,  nor  can  I  say  that  any  priority  has  been  acquired 
by  the  Plaintiff  on  that  account.  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  Plaintiff  has  no  lien  on  the  property  in  respect  of 
his  having  recovered  it ;  and  having  no  judgment  until 
January,  1841,  I  think  he  had  no  charge  on  it  till  that 
time.  The  remaining  question  therefore  is  this :  whether 
the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  a  decree  that  Remnanfs 
securities  are  to  stand  for  what  is  justly  due  on  them ; 
sod  the  question  willarise,  on  taking  the  account,  whether 
^mnanfe  securities  are  or  not  to  be  considered  a  prior 
charge. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  F.  T.  White,  for  Neale. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rollb. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 

any  lien,  by  reason  of  the  estate  having  been  recovered 

through  him.    That  claim  cannot  be  supported,  it  would 

be 

(a)  2  Amhkr,  611 ;  2  Eden,  (6)  Cited  2   FonhUaiqtte  (4th 

M.  edit.),  434,  and  Amhkr,  61 1,  n. 
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be  a  species  of  cbampertyy  and  the  cases  cited  are  no 
authority  at  all  for  the  proposition,  that  every  action 
brought  by  solicitors  in  respect  of  real  estate,  would 
create  a  lien  on  the  lands  for  the  costs  thereby  in- 
curred. I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  had  no 
charge  on  lands,  until  his  final  order  was  registered 
on  the  30th  of  January y  1841. 

I  am  also  of  opinion,  that  there  is  no  case  for  setting 
aside  the  Defendant's  securities,  on  the  ground  of  fraudu- 
lent collusion.  That  he  was  keeping  Neale  out  of  the 
way  appears  to  be  the  case,  but  I  have  not  now  to  con- 
sider the  propriety  of  that  proceeding,  but  only  whether 
it  invalidates  the  securities  given  to  Remnant  for  money 
actually  due  to  him.  I  wish  to  hear  Mr.  Remnants 
Counsel,  as  to  whether  I  should  not  direct  an  account  of 
what  is  really  due  on  his  securities,  or  whether  I  am 
concluded  by  the  fact,  that  the  sums  appear  on  the 
securities  themselves. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Karslake,  for  the  Defendant, 
Remnant,  then  addressed  themselves  to  the  remaining 
points.  As  to  the  claim  of  lien,  as  assignee  in  trust  of 
the  outstanding  term,  Neale  never  authorized  the  Plain- 
tiiF  to  take  an  assignment  of  them,  nor  did  he  execute 
it,  and  the  assignment  was  made  without  his  knowledge. 
Moreover,  the  terms  comprised  but  a  small  part  of  the 
property  recovered,  and  the  Plaintiff,  though  he  has  the 
indenture  of  assignment,  never  had  the  deeds  creating 
the  terms  in  his  possession,  for  they  are  deposited  in 
Court.  The  Plaintiff  was  paid  his  costs  of  the  eject- 
ment, and  even  if  a  lien  could  be  established,  the 
terms  are  now  extinguished  by  the  act  (8  &  9  Vict. 
c.  112).  If  the  Plaintiff  has  any  charge,  it  must  be  sub- 
ject to  all  the  Defendant's  securities,  for  the  effective 
r^istration  of  the  Plaintiffs  judgment  is  subsequent  to 

all 
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all  of  them.    This  question  depends  on  the  construe-        1855. 
tioD  to  be  put  upon  the  acts  of  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110 
ind  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  11.    The  former  of  these  gives 
(s.  18)  to  decrees  and  orders,  &c.  the  effect  of  judg- 
ments in  the  Superior  Courts  of  Common  Law,  and 
provides  (s.  19),  that  such  decrees,  &c.  are  not  to  affect 
lands,  &c.  till  registered  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas ; 
and  the  latter  act  provides  (s.  4),  that  all  judgments, 
decrees,  &c.  registered  under  the  provisions  of  1  &  2 
Vict,  c.  1 10,  shall,  after  the  expiration  of  five  years 
ftom  the  entry  thereof,  be  null  and  void  against  lands, 
fcc.  as  to  purchasers,  mortgagees  or  creditors,  unless 
K-registered  within  five  years,  and  so  on  toties  quoties. 
A  considerable  portion  of  Remnant* s  charges  were  ef- 
fected prior  to  the  registration  of  the  Plaintiff's  judg- 
ment in  1841,  and  of  those  which  were  posterior  in 
point  of  date,  nearly  all  have  gained  priority.     A  judg- 
ment creditor  may  re-register  after  the  five  years  have 
expired,  but  the  question  is,  whether  that  re-registration 
operates  as  a  registry  of  a  judgment  of  that  date,  or 
has  reference  back  to  the  date  of  the  original  registry, 
so  as  to  give  it  priority  over  all  the  incumbrances  on  . 
the  estate  executed  in  the  meantime  ?    The  Plaintiff^'s 
registration  expired  on  the  30th  of  January,  1846,  and 
Ae  re-registration  was  not  until  November,  1846,  and 
doriog  the  interval  the  judgment  became  null  and  void 
as  against  the  estate  and  incumbrancers  thereon,  and  the 
same  was  the  case  at  the  end  of  the  second  term  of  five 
years.    By  the  statute  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  82,  s.  2,  notice  of 
jadgroents  is  to  have  no  effect  as  against  incumbrancers, 
until  registration  or  re-registration,  as  the  case  may  be, 
and  consequently  Remnant  is  bound  by  notice  only  while 
there  is  a  subsisting  registration.    Unless  the  judgment 
18  re-entered  within  five  years,  the  original  entry  is  null 
and  void,  as  against  incumbrancers,  and  in  that  case,  an 
entry  after  the  five  years  is  not  strictly  a  re-entry,  but 

a  new 
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a  new  entry  altogether,  as  appears  from  the  act  and  the 
form  in  the  books  of  the  Court,  and  the  fee  in  the  two 
cases.  The  judgment,  therefore,  dates  from  the  second 
re-entry. 


The  next  question  is,  whether  a  mortgage  for  a  par- 
ticular sum  and  further  advances  is  limited  in  its  opera- 
tion, by  a  judgment  or  mortgage  subsequently  obtained 
by  another  person,  or,  in  other  words,  whether,  where 
the  first  mortgage  extends  to  future  advances,  a  second 
mortgagee  takes,  subject  to  such  liability?  This  was 
decided  in  Gordon  v.  Graham  (a).  The  case  is  thus 
stated : — "  A*  mortgages  to  B.  for  a  term  of  years,  to 
secure  a  sum  of  money  already  lent  to  ^.,  as  also  such 
other  sums  as  should  hereafter  be  lent  or  advanced  to 
him.  A.  makes  a  second  mortgage  to  C.  for  a  certain 
sum,  with  notice  of  the  first  mortgage :  and  then,  the 
first  mortgagee  having  notice  of  the  second  mortgage, 
lends  a  further  sum.  Per  Cowper^  Lord  Chancellor. 
The  second  mortgagee  shall  not  redeem  the  first  mort- 
gage without  paying  as  well  the  money  lent  after,  as 
that  lent  before  the  second  mortgage  was  made ;  for  it 
was  the  folly  of  the  second  mortgagee,  with  notice,  to 
take  such  security.  But  upon  the  importunity  of  the 
Counsel,  it  was  ordered,  that  the  Master  should  report 
what  money  was  lent  by  the  first  mortgagee,  after  he  had 
notice  of  the  second  mortgage."  Johnson  v.  Boume(fi); 
Blackburn  v.  Warwick  (c).  A  subsequent  judgment 
creditor  cannot  be  in  a  better  position  than  a  subse- 
quent mortgagee. 

As  to  the  question  respecting  opening  the  accounts 
as  between  Remnant  and  NeaU^  the  charges  of  fraud 

have 


(a)  7  Vin.  Abr.  52,  pi.  3 ;  2 
Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  598. 


ih)  2  F.  4  C.(C.C.)  268. 
(c)  2  r.  *  C.  ( Exth.)  93. 
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b^  ^e  been  in  a  great  measure  withdrawn  from  the  bill,        1865. 

ai:^d  there  is  nothing  to  impeach  the  transactions  which 

took  place  between  them  many  years  back.    A  taxation 

iirill  not  be  directed  after  long  acquiescence  ;   Plender^ 

\^€Mth  V.  Fra8er{a)\    In  re  Rees{b);   Moss  v.   Baiti" 

hrigge(c)\   and  if  everything  was  bond  Jide,  and  the 

Defendant  Neale  does  not  dispute  the  accounts,  the 

Plaintiff  cannot  now   open   them.     They  referred    to 

T^angstaffe  v.  Taylor  {d);    Blunden  v.  Desart(e),   on 

the  question  of  notice. 

Mr.  Roupell,  in  reply.  The  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  11,  s.  4, 
enacts,  that  all  registered  judgments  shall,  at  the  expi- 
nitioD  of  five  years,  be  null  as  to  purchasers,  unless  re- 
registered within  "  five  years  before  the  execution  of  the 
conveyance,"  for  vesting  the  estate  in  "  any  such  pur- 
chaser or  mortgagee,  for  valuable  consideration."  The 
five  years  would  therefore  date  from  the  conveyance  to 
the  purchaser.  This  cannot  apply  to  conveyances  an- 
terior to  the  expiration  of  the  five  years.  The  statute 
does  not  say  that  a  judgment  re- registered  after  five 
years  shall  be  null  and  void  as  against  prior  incum- 
brancers, or  that  it  is  to  take  date  only  from  the  time  of 
re*registration. 

Gordon  v.  Graham  has  been  disapproved  oF,  and  the 
reasoning  is  inapplicable  to  a  judgment;  Brace  v.  The 
Duchess  of  Marlborough  (/).  A  further  advance  after 
notice  of  a  subsequent  incumbrance  must  stand  as  a 
mere  voluntary  payment,  for  there  exists  no  obligation 
to  lend  or  to  borrow  a  further  sum.  He  referred  to 
Langstaffe  v.  Taylor. 

The 

(«)  3  Vei.  Sf  B.  174.  (d)  14  Ves.  262. 

(h)  12  Bern.  256.  (e)  2  Dru.  Sf  War.  405. 

(0  18  Beao.  478.  (/)  2  P.  Wm,  491. 
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1865.  The  Mastbb  ofihe  Rolls  reserved  judgment 


Shaw  

«. 
Nealb. 
March  23.         The  MASTER  ofthe  Rolls. 

The  PlaintifT  in  this  suit  was  formerly  the  solicitor  of 
James  Neale,  since  deceased,  who,  in  the  year  1836, 
was  employed  to  prosecute  a  claim  for  the  recovery  of 
an  estate  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  in  which  he  was 
successful. 

In  February,  1838,  under  the  advice  of  the  Rev.  Mr. 
Taylor,  a  gentleman  who  had  taken  a  lively  interest  in 
the  affairs  of  James  Neale,  he  discharged  the  Plaintiff 
from  being  his  solicitor,  and  appointed  the  Defendant, 
Mr.  Remnant,  to  be  his  solicitor  in  his  place.  The 
Plaintiff  thereupon  asked  for  his  bill  of  costs  and  dis- 
bursements. The  Plaintiff  delivered  his  bill  in  April, 
1838,  which  was  taxed  under  an  order  of  the  Court,  and 
the  allocatur  of  the  Master  was  made  of  the  1  Itb  of 
April,  1839,  finding  that  on  the  balance  of  the  bill  of 
costs  and  the  cash  account,  1,238/.  2s.  3d.  was  due  to 
the  Plaintiff. 

In  spite  of  the  exertions  of  the  Plaintiff  to  serve  James 
Neale  with  the  allocatur,  he  was  unable  to  do  so  until 
the  month  of  November,  1840,  and  consequently  he 
could  not  get  the  order  absolute  to  pay  the  amount  due 
until  the  28th  of  January,  1841.  On  the  30th  of  that 
month  he  registered  the  order,  which,  under  the  statute, 
has  the  effect  of  a  judgment.  He  has  never  obtained 
payment,  and  he  has  re-registered  the  judgment  twice 
over,  once  on  the  30th  of  November,  1846,  and  again 
on  the  30th  of  November,  1852.  The  questions  in  this 
cause  are,  what  are  his  rights  on  the  estate  so  recovered 
by  his  exertions,  as  against  the  Defendant  Remnant, 

who 
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Hrho  has  yarious  securities  on  them  ?    The  fee  simple  of       1855. 
th  e  property  recovered  is  wholly  absorbed  by  the  com- 
biined  effect  of  the  charges«of  the  Plaintiff  and  Defend- 
ant.   James  iVieoZ^,  himself,  is  dead,  and  his  son,  who 
represents  him,  admits   this  to  be   the  case,  and   he 
neither  claims  nor  expects  any  benefit  from  this  or  any 
ot.lier  proceedings  relating  to  this  property.     The  ques- 
tions, therefore,  lie  wholly  between  the  Plaintiff  and 
the  Defendant  Remnant. 

Various  claims  were  advanced,  but  that  the  Plaintiff 
is  an  incumbrancer  on  this  estate,  and  that  he  is  enti- 
tled to  a  decree  to  redeem  the  Defendant  Remnant^  and 
foreclose  the  equity  of  redemption,  is  not  disputed. 
The  extent  of  his  incumbrance,  also,  is  not  in  question ; 
but  where  it  is  to  rank,  whether  before  all  or  any  of 
the  Defendant's  charges,  is  the  question  to  be  deter- 
mined. In  order  to  obtain  absolute  priority  over  the 
Defendant,  various  contentions  were  raised  by  the 
Plaiutiff,  some  of  which  are  suggested  by  the  bill,  and 
were  urged  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  which  I  then 
disposed  of,  but  to  which  I  will  shortly  refer. 

The  first  of  these  was,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  a  lien  on  the  real  estate  recovered  for  the  amount  of 
his  charges  properly  incurred  in  so  doing.  This  was 
urged  on  the  principle  on  which  the  Court  acts,  when  it 
refuses  to  part  with  a  fund  in  Court,  produced  by  the 
exertion  of  a  solicitor,  until  his  costs  of  recovering  it 
have  been  discharged.  At  the  hearing  I  expressed  my 
opinion  that  no  such  lien  exists,  either  at  law  or  in 
equity,  on  a  real  estate  recovered  by  a  solicitor.  It  is, 
in  fact,  contrary  to  all  principle;  it  would,  in  truth, 
evade  the  provisions  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  more  com- 
pletely even  than  the  case  of  an  equitable  mortgage  by 

deposit 
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1855.        deposit  of  title  deeds,  and  would  be  obnoxious  to  many 
other  principles  which  I  adverted  to  at  that  time. 

It  was,  secondly,  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  Plain- 
tiff*, that  the  fact  of  registering  the  allocatur  of  the 
Master  had  the  effect  of  a  judgment,  and  created  a 
charge  on  the  estate,  but  this,  also,  I  decided  against 
the  Plaintiff*,  such  a  claim  being  wholly  unsupported  by 
any  provision  to  be  found  in  the  statutes  of  I  &  2  Vici» 
c.  110,  or  of  2  &  3  Vict,  c.  11,  on  which  statutes  alone, 
if  at  all,  such  a  claim  could  rest.  The  sections  referred 
to  apply  only  to  orders  to  pay  a  sum  of  money,  but  the 
allocatur  of  the  Taxing  Master,  which  finds  the  amount 
due,  is  not  an  order  to  pay  that  amount,  which  must  be 
subsequently  obtained. 

In  the  third  place,  the  Plaintiff*  contends,  by  reason 
of  the  conduct  of  the  Defendant  Remnant,  he,  the 
Plaintiff*,  is  entitled  to  priority  over  all  the  incum- 
brances of  that  Defendant,  or  at  least  over  those 
which  are  subsequent  in  date  to  his  judgment;  and  as 
to  the  others,  even  if  he  be  not  entitled  to  priority,  he 
contends,  that  he  is  entitled  to  open  the  account  between 
James  Neale  and  the  Defendant,  and  that  Remnant  is 
only  to  be  allowed  so  much  as  would  appear  to  have 
been  the  amount  actually  due  to  him,  at  the  respective 
times  when  he  obtained  these  charges,  in  case,  at  that 
time,  an  account  had  then  been  taken  between  the  late 
Defendant  James  Neale  and  the  Defendant  Remnant, 
and  if  his  bills  of  costs  had  been  properly  taxed  at  that 
time. 

And,  fourthly,  the  Plaintiff*  contends,  that  under  the 
clauses  of  the  statutes  above  referred  to,  he  is  entitled 
to  priority  over,  at  least,  all  those  charges  of  the  De- 
fendant which  are  subsequent  to  the  3 1st  of  January^ 
1841,  when  the  Plaintiff*  obtained  and  registered  an 

order 
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order  against  NeaU  to  pay  the  amounts  Found  due  on  1865. 
the  Master's  taxation.  It  was  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
sidering the  various  rights  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the 
Defendant  Remnant  on  this  property,  on  these  latter  Nealb. 
points,  that  I  reserved  my  judgment,  and  I  have  since 
read  through  the  evidence  and  correspondence,  and 
considered  these  points,  which  involve  some  questions 
of  nicety,  both  on  the  equities  arising  from  the  facts  of 
tbe  case  and  the  construction  to  be  put  on  several  of 
the  clauses  contained  in  the  statutes  I  have  referred  to. 

For  the  purpose  of  stating  these  questions,  and  the 
conclusion  to  which  I  have  come,  I  shall  shortly  refer  to 
the  dates  of  the  various  proceedings  and  acts  of  the 
parties.  I  shall  first  consider  them  wholly  irrespective 
of  the  questions  which  arise  on  the  statutes,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  delay  of  the  Plaintiff  to  register  his 
judgment  on  two  occasions,  as  I  have  already  stated, 
until  six  years  had  elapsed  from  the  date  of  the  previous 
registration.  In  the  second  place,  I  shall  consider  how 
the  rights  of  the  parties  are  affected  by  that  circum- 
stance. 

It  is  impossible,  in  reviewing  this  case,  not  to  be 
itmck  with  the  disastrous  character  of  the  proceedings, 
so  far  as  regarded  the  interests  of  James  NeaU  the 
&ther.  He  was  a  poor  man,  in  a  humble  situation 
in  life,  unable  to  read  or  write,  who  earned  his  subsist- 
ence by  daily  labour.  By  the  death  of  a  distant  re- 
lative, he  became  entitled,  as  his  heir,  to  property, 
Apparently  of  considerable  value.  His  right  to  it  was 
established  in  an  action  at  law,  followed  by  a  com- 
promise, which  acknowledged  his  title  to  a  landed  pro- 
perty worth,  apparently,  3,000/.  or  4,000/.  With  the 
exception  of  a  few  shillings  a  week,  allowed  to  him  at 
the  latter  end  of  his  life  and  until  his  death,  he  has  re- 
ceived 
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ceived  nothing  from  his  success.  The  property  has 
been  wholly  lost  both  to  him  and  to  his  family,  and 
the  steps  taken  by  the  Rev.  Thomas  Taylor^  with  a 
sincere  desire  to  further  his  interest  and  afford  him  pro- 
tection,  appear  to  me  to  have  accelerated,  if  they  did 
not  produce,  this  result. 

The  two  solicitors  have  been  quarrelling  about  the 
spoil,  until  not  only  the  whole  is  gone,  but  the  question 
now  arises,  which  of  the  two  is  to  exclude  the  other 
from  payment  of  that  portion  of  his  claim  which  the 
estate  will  be  insufficient  to  pay.  Neither  of  them 
appears  to  me  to  have  been  free  from  blame  in  this 
matter,  but  I  have  not  thought  it  proper  or  advisable 
that  I  should  state  more,  with  respect  to  the  conduct  of 
either,  than  is  necessary  to  make  clear  the  conclusion 
to  which  I  have  come. 

In  Marchy  1839,  shortly  before  the  Master  made  his 
allocatur  J  the  Defendant  Remnant  obtained  from  NeaU 
a  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  judgment  for  1,000/., 
to  secure  the  ^um  of  500/.  and  interest.  On  the  follow- 
ing  day  judgment  was  entered  up  for  that  amount,  and 
the  judgment  was  registered.  Execution  was  issued 
by  writ  oF  elegity  and  the  Sheriff  delivered  possession 
of  the  property  to  the  Defendant  Remnant^  who  has 
ever  since  retained  possession  of  it,  and  received  the 
rents  which  have  since  accrued  due  thereon.  On  the 
12th  o^  June,  1839,  Mr.  Remnant  obtained  from  James 
Neale  a  mortgage  on  the  property,  to  secure  two  sums 
of  500/.  and  147/.  On  the  16th  of  ^pn7,  1840,  articles 
of  agreement  were  entered  into  between  James  Neale 
and  Mr.  Remnant,  whereby  (after  reciting  the  previous 
securities,  and  that  James  Neale  was  indebted  to  Rem- 
nant in  a  sum  of  380/.  8^.  5</.,  in  addition  to  the  former 
sums)  the  mortgaged  premises  were  made  subject  to 

this 
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this  further  charge  of  380/.  Ss.  dri.,  with  interest  thereon,        1855. 
at  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum,  making  the  total  amount 
charged  1,027/.  8«.  5d.     On  the  22nd  of  January,  1841, 
immediately  before  the  order  to  pay,  a  further  agree- 
ment was  made  between  James  Neale  the  father  and 
Mr.  Remnant^  by  which  it  was  agreed,  that  in  con- 
sideration of  the  sum  of  1,228/.,   then   expressed   to 
be  due  from  James  Neale  to  the  Defendant  Remnant^ 
all  the  estate  and  hereditaments  o(  James  Neale  should 
be  charged   with   the    payment   thereof,   and   interest 
thereon,  at  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum,  from 
the  date  thereof.    After  this,  on  the  30th  of  the  same 
month,  as  I  have  already  stated,  the  Plaintiff  registered 
his  judgment  for  1 ,238/.  2«.  Sd.    On  the  8th  of  January, 
1844,  Mr.  Remnant   came    to   another  settlement  of 
account  with  James  Neale,  and  obtained  from  him  a 
fourth  mortgage  of  that  date,  which  was  expressed  to 
be  made  between  James  Neale  of  the  first  part,  J.  W, 
Remnant  of  the  second  part,  and  James  Henry  Good, 
therein  described,  of  the  third  part,  whereby  (after  re- 
citing the  previous  securities,  and  that  the  amount  then 
doe  to  Defendant  Remnant  amounted  to  the  sum  of 
I}796/.,  and  that  in  order  to  discharge  that  amount,  as 
well  as  such  further  sums  as  might  still  arise  or  become 
due  to  him,  James  Neale  had  agreed  to  execute  the 
iodeature  therein  mentioned)  it  was  witnessed,  that  in 
pursuance  of  the  agreement,  and  in  consideration  of  the 
imount  then  due  to  the  Defendant  Remnant,  and  also 
of  all  such  further  and  other  sums  as  Remnant  might 
adrance  or  be  called  upon  to  pay,  Neale  conveyed  the 
estate  and  hereditaments  in  question,  to  hold  the  same 
to  the  use  of  Good  in  fee,  upon  trust,  that  if  James 
Neale,  on  or  before  the  8th  of  July,  paid  to  Remnant 
the  sum  of  1,796/.  then  due,  and  all  further  sums  to  be 
lent  to  Neale  (not  exceeding  in  the  whole  the  principal 
stina of  2,000/.  and  interest),  to  reconvey  the  same;  but 
VOL.  XX.  N  if 
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1865.  if  default  should  be  made,  then  upon  trust  to  sell  and 
apply  the  proceeds,  first,  in  payment  of  the  expenses  of 
the  sale ;  secondly,  of  the  principal  sum  of  l,796/.,or  such 
other  principal  sum  as  might  be  then  due  to  Remnant, 
and  all  interest  due  thereon ;  and  thirdly,  after  payment 
thereof,  to  pay  the  balance  to  James  Neale,  And  the 
indenture  contained  various  other  clauses  and  provisions, 
which  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  refer  to  in  detail. 
In  March,  1852,  a  settlement  of  account  was  come  to 
between  James  Neale  and  Remnant,  by  which  the 
amount  due  to  the  latter  was  settled  and  agreed  to  be 
2,248/.  9s.  lOrf. 

The  Plaintiff  contends,  that  all  these  securities  were 
obtained  with  a  view  of  defeating  his  judgment  and  his 
just  claim  for  costs,  due  for  business  done,  and  without 
which,  the  very  property  on  which  the  Defendant  had 
his  charges,  would  not  have  existed,  and  that  the  order 
for  the  payment  of  his  costs,  which  constitutes  his  judg- 
ment, was  purposely  delayed,  and  every  device  resorted 
to  for  that  purpose.  And  the  Plaintiff  contends,  that 
as  a  consequence  arising  from  this  conduct,  this  Court 
ought  to  treat  the  proceedings  of  the  Defendant  Rem- 
nant  as  fraudulent,  and  ought  to  postpone  his  charges 
to  that  of  the  Plaintiff.  I  expressed  my  opinion,  at 
the  time  of  the  hearing,  that  this  claim  could  not  be 
maintained,  and  that  whatever  may  be  the  opinion  of 
the  Court,  as  to  the  general  course  of  conduct  which 
has  wasted  this  poor  man's  estate,  I  see  no  ground  for 
acceding  to  the  contention  of  the  Plaintiff,  that  as  be- 
tween himself  and  the  Defendant,  he  is  entitled  to 
priority  over  him.  I  have  not  thought  it  necessary  to 
go  into  any  discussion  respecting  the  various  circum- 
stances bearing  on  this  point,  which  were  discussed  at 
considerable  length  before  me,  and  which  are  detailed, 
at  great  length,  in  the  evidence  and  correspondence. 

It 
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It,  is  sufficient  for  me  to  say,  that  I  see  nothing  in  the        1855. 
c^ondoct  of  the  Defendant  which  should  disentitle  him 
Co    the  fair,  legal  and  equitable  rights  which  belong  to 
hi  CD,  and  are  incidental  to  his  securities;  nor  do  1  see 
a.i3ything  in  the  conduct  of  the  Plaintiff  which  should 
d  isentitle  him  to  the  same  consideration.     I  see  great 
li^ostility  between  them  from  the  beginning.     I  see,  on 
't.be  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  a  disinclination  to  accept  any 
Y^easonable  offer,  which  might  assist  either  James  Neale 
or   the  Defendant  Remnant,  and  I  see,  on  the  part  of 
t^tiat  Defendant,  a  desire,  in  consequence  of  such  re- 
fusal, to  visit  upon  the  Plaintiff  such  consequences  as 
might  frustrate  or  delay  his  obtaining  the  amount  of  his 
3o&t  claim  on  James  Neale. 

The  next  point  I  have  to  consider,  subject  to  those 
I  have  already  mentioned,  is  whether  the  Plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  open  the  account  as  between  the  Defendant 
hmnant  and  James  Neale,  whether  he  is  now  at  liberty 
to  canvass  the  propriety  of  each  item,  including  therein 
the  bills  of  costs  which  constituted  the  amount  for 
which  the  security  was  given.  I  stated  at  the  hearing, 
wd  I  repeat  my  opinion,  that  in  no  event  could  the 
position  of  the  Plaintiff  stand  higher  than  that  in  which 
Jomes  Neale  would  have  stood,  had  he  now  sought  to 
take  this  account,  and  that  if  James  Neale  could  not 
have  been  permitted  to  go  into  such  an  inquiry,  the 
Plabtiff  is  also  concluded.  In  saying  this,  I  desire  not 
to  have  it  supposed  that  I  put  the  rights  of  the  Plaintiff 
as  high  as  those  of  NeaU  would  have  been,  but  I  am 
confident,  at  least,  that  he  can  stand  no  higher.  Re- 
garding then  the  case  in  this  point  of  view,  although 
I  am  by  no  means  satisfied  with  what  I  see  of  the 
accoonts  of  Mr.  Remnant,  and  although  I  am  also 
satisfied  that  Mr.  Taylor  had  no  means  of  judging  of 
the  propriety  of  the  bills  delivered,  and  that,  in  fact, 
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1866.  James  Neale/m  the  matter  of  these  securities,  was  inaps 
consiliif  still,  after  an  acquiescence  of  ten  years  in  bills 
of  costs  and  in  an  account  stated,  I  should  not  allow 
Nealb.  James  Neale  to  open  such  an  account,  unless  actual 
fraud,  such  as  intentional  misrepresentation  or  conceal- 
ment, were  proved.  But  this,  as  I  have  already  said, 
is  already  disposed  of  in  this  case.  The  result  is,  that 
the  Plaintiff  must  take  the  accounts  of  the  Defendant 
Remnant  as  he  finds  them  settled  by  the  Defendant 
Neale,  and  that  he  is  not  entitled  now  to  open  them  or 
tax  the  bill  of  costs. 

This  brings  me  to  the  next  question,  which  is  one 
of  di£Sculty  and  of  considerable  importance,  viz.  the 
position  in  which  the  Plaintiff's  securities  are  to  rank 
in  the  order  of  the  securities  affecting  this  estate,  and 
to  consider  which  question  was  the  principal  reason  for 
postponing  my  decision.  It  follows,  as  a  matter  of 
course  from  what  I  have  stated,  that  the  Defendant 
Remnant's  securities,  which  are  prior  in  point  of  date, 
must  at  all  events  rank  before  the  registered  order  of 
the  Plaintiff  on  the  30th  of  «/a7it/^/ry,  1841,  and  that 
consequently,  at  all  events.  Remnant  must  stand  as 
the  first  incumbrancer  on  this  property  for  the  sum  of 
1,228/.  and  interest  thereon,  at  6/.  per  cent,  per  annum, 
from  the  22nd  oi  January,  1841. 

The  next  question  contended  for  by  the  Defendant  JfSeai- 
nant  is,  that  he  is  entitled  to  priority  over  the  Plaintiff 
in  respect  of  his  subsequent  securities,  and  that  is  con- 
tended for  on  two  grounds ;  the  first  is,  that  the  first 
security,  viz.  that  of  the  12th  of  June,  1839,  was  to 
secure  647/.  and  future  advances,  and  that  this  will 
give  priority  to  all  subsequent  advances,  although  made 
with  notice  of  the  charge  of  the  Plaintiff;  and  secondly, 
on  the  ground  that,  according  to  the  true  construction 

of 
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of  the  statutes  .1  &  2  Vict.  c.  1 10,  and  2  &  3  VicL  c.  1 1, 
'^hich  creates  the  Plaintiff's  charge,  it  bears  date  only 
IS  if  created  at  the  date  of  the  second  registration 
thereof,  that  is  on  the  30th  of  November,  1852. 

On  the  first  point,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Defendant 
H^mnant  is  not  entitled  to  stand  as  an  incumbrancer 
on  the  estate  before  the  Plaintiff,  in  respect  of  advances 
made  suT)sequently  to  the  registered  order  of  the  30th 
^€L7nujry,  1841,  of  which  he  had  full  notice.    The  law 
with  respect  to  the  question  whether  a  second  incum- 
brancer who  takes,  subject  to  a  prior  mortgage  expressed 
to  secure  a  sum  then  due,  and  also  future  advances,  is 
entitled  to  priority  over  the  advances  made  subsequently 
to  his  security  by  the  first  incumbrancer  with  notice  of 
such  second   incumbrancer,  is  a  point   not  free  from 
doubt  on  the  authorities.     The  ground  on  which  it  is 
put,  in  favour  of  the  first  mortgagee  who  claims  priority 
for  his  subsequent  advances,  is,  that  the  second  mort^ 
gagee  might,  by  a  tender  of  the  amount  due  to  the  first 
mortgagee,  have  stopped  all  further  advances ;  and  the 
case  of  Gordon  v.  Graham  (a)  is  cited,  where  Lord 
Qnpper  held,  that  the  second  incumbrancer  having,  when 
lie  advanced  his  money,  notice  of  the  nature  of  the  first 
mortgage,  could  not  redeem  the  first  mortgage  with- 
out payment  of  the  sum  advanced  by  the  first  mortgagee 
^erhe  had  received  notice  of  the  second  incumbrance. 
This  decision  has  not  met  with  the  unanimous  approba- 
tion of  the  profession.     Mr.  Powell  (b],  in  his  Treatise 
on  Mortgages,  doubts  the  soundness  of  the  decision  ;  and 
Lord  Sl  Leonards,  in  Blunden  v.  Desart  (c),  says,  that 
''even  in  the  case  of  a  first  mortgage,  whether  legal 
or  equitable,  covering  future  advances,  it  deserves  further 

consideration, 

(«)  7  Fin.  Ah.  52,  pi.  3 ;  2      edit.),  534,  n. ;  but  see  4  By/A. 
£9.  Co.  Ah.  598.  (2nd  edit.),  427. 

(b)  PowrU  on  Mortgaget  (6th  (c )  2  Dru.  ^  War.  405. 
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consideration^  whether  it  would  be  safe  to  rely,  in  all 
cases,  upon  Gordon  v.  Graham,  as  an  authority  that 
advances  may  be  safely  made  after  the  first  mortgagee 
has  notice  of  a  second  mortgage." 

This  case  of  Gordon  v.  Graham  has  never,  I  believe, 
been  treated  as  an  authority  for  holding,  that  the  doc- 
trine applied  to  the  case  of  a  second  incumbrancer,  who 
advanced  his  money  without  notice  of  the  first  mort- 
gage. Lord  Cowper  certainly  relies  on  the  fact  of  notice  ; 
for  he  observes,  that  *'  it  was  the  folly  of  the  second 
mortgagee,  with  notice  [of  the  first  incumbrance]  to  take 
such  a  security."  This  reasoning  obviously  fails  to 
apply  to  the  case  of  a  second  incumbrancer,  who  not 
only  had  no  noiice  of  the  prior  incumbrance,  but  who 
obtains  his  charge  on  the  estate,  not  by  reason  of  any 
contract  with  the  owner,  but  by  operation  of  law,  which 
gives  to  the  registered  order  to  pay  the  effect  of  an 
incumbrance  on  the  land,  for  a  debt  which  the  debtor 
had  refused  or  was  unable  to  pay  to  the  creditor. 
Neither  do  I  see,  in  the  present  case,  how  the  Plaintiff 
could,  by  tender  to  Remnant,  have  stopped  further  ad- 
vances to  the  Defendant  James  Neale.  There  is  no  proof 
before  me  of  when  the  Plaintiff  first  became  acquainted 
with  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  lien  claimed  by  the 
Defendant  Remnant;  nor,  considering  the  feelings 
existing  between  these  parties,  does  it  appear  to  me 
probable  that  anything  short  of  a  suit  in  this  Court 
could  have  obtained  for  the  Plaintiff  that  information. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  independently 
of  the  questions  which  arise  on  the  construction  of  the 
statutes  to  which  I  am  next  to  refer,  that  the  Defendant 
Remnant  is  not  entitled  to  priority  over  the  Plaintiff,  in 
respect  of  what  may  be  due  to  him  for  sums  advanced 

subsequently 
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subsequently  to  the  30th  January,  1841,  when  he  had        1866. 

notice  of  the  Plaintiff's  security.  ^^^^'^^^ 

Shaw 

The  next  question  is,  whether  under  the  provisions  of      Neale. 
the  statutes  1  &2  Vict.  c.  110,  and  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  11, 
the  judgment  of  the  Plaintiff  has  not  lost  its  priority. 
*^or  this  purpose  the  case  may  be  thus  stated  : — On  the 
30tli  January,  1841,  the  Plaintiff  registered  his  judp:- 
'^^nt  against  James  Neale  the  father,  and  acquired  a 
^barge  on  his  estate.     On  the  8th  January,  1844,  and 
^hen  this  judgment  was  in  full  force,  the  Defendant 
Remnant  obtained  a  mortgage  for  1,796/.  then  due  to 
^itn.    On  the  30th  Jiam/ary,  1846,  the  five  years  had 
Expired  from  the  date  of  the  judgment  being  first  regis- 
tered, and  no  new  register  was  made  of  it.     It  was 
''evived,  by  a  fresh  registry  of  it,  on  the  30th  November, 
1 B46 ;  that  registry  was  again  allowed  to  expire  on  the 
30th  November,   1851,   and    the  judgment  was  again 
revived  by  a  third  registering  of  it  on  the  30th  November, 
1852,  which  is  still  in  force. 

By  the  4th  sect,  of  the  stat.  of  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  11,  it 
is  enacted,  "  That  all  judgments,"  &c. ;  and  by  the  6th 
section  it  is  enacted,  "  That  as  against  purchasers,"  &c. 
The  2nd  section  of  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  82,  is  as  follows  : — 
''Whereas,"  &c.  I  think  it  clear,  on  the  construction 
of  these  clauses,  that  the  previous  registrations  of  this 
order  are  to  be  treated  as  nothing.  It  is  true,  that  it 
was  under  the  first  statute  a  valid  and  subsisting  charge, 
when  the  Defendant  Remnant  advanced  his  money  or 
obtained  his  security ;  but  it  ceased  to  be  any  charge  at 
all  when  the  five  years  had  elapsed,  and  it  became,  so 
&ras  regards  his  interest,  exactly  as  if  it  had  been  paid 
off,  and  the  registration  again  operates  only  as  if  a  new 
jodgment  had  been  created  and  a  new  charge  had  been 
put  on  the  land.     Under  the  statute,  therefore,  I  am  of 

opinion 
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1865. 


opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  can  only  rank  as  an  incuin- 
brancer  from  the  30th  November,  1862.  The  statute 
does  not  affect  any  right  which  the  Plaintiff  might  have 
independently  of  its  provisions,  but  except  under  the 
statute  this  order  would  have  no  effect  on  the  land  of 
James  NeaU. 


The  result  is,  that  the  Defendant  Remnant  must  be 
treated  as  the  prior  incumbrancer,  in  respect  of  all 
mortgages  created  by  Neale  in  his  favour  prior  to  the 
30th  November,  1852,  and  that  I  must  make  the  usual 
decree  of  redemption  as  against  a  mortgagee  in  posses- 
sion,—  that  is,  take  an  account  of  what  is  due  to 
Defendant  Remnant,  for  principal  and  interest  on  the 
mortgage  securities  executed  in  his  favour  by  James 
Neale  prior  to  the  30th  November,  1852,  and  take  an 
account  of  rents  and  profits  of  the  mortgaged  premises 
received  by  him,  and  of  his  application  thereof,  in  the 
usual  way  as  against  a  mortgagee  in  possession,  from 
the  time  of  his  taking  possession  thereof,  and  the  usual 
redemption  on  payment  thereof,  and  his  costs  of  the 
suit.  The  Plaintiff  must  be  at  liberty  to  add  what  he 
shall  have  paid  to  Remnant,  together  with  his  costs  to 
his  debt,  and  there  must  be  the  usual  decree  of  fore- 
closure against  the  other  Defendants,  in  case  they  shall 
not  pay  this  amount  at  the  appointed  time  to  the 
Plaintiff. 

Liberty  to  apply. 


Note.— In  Beavan  v.  The  Earl  of  Oxford  (23rd  November,  1855), 
it  was  held  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  and  Lord  Justice  Turner  (Lord 
Justice  Knight  Bruce,  dubitunte),  that  the  omission  to  re-register 
within  the  five  years  did  riot  give  priority  to  an  existing  puisne  judg- 
ment.    See  also  the  recent  sUtute  of  the  18  &  19  Vkt,  c.  15,  b.  6. 
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TURNER  V.  LETTS. 

March  24. 
npHE  testator^  Oearge  Richards,  bequeathed  the  re-  A  person  can 
sidae  of  his  estate,  which  consisted  chiefly  of  °ie„  j^^jeeds 
leaseholds  and  shares,  in  trust  for  his  wife  for  life,  and  as  against  him- 
after  her  decease  upon  trust  for  his  daughters  for  their  extent  of  his 
separate  use  for  life,  and  afterwards  for  their  children ;  o^"  interest, 
and  be  appointed  his  wife  and  two  others  (who  re-  recover  spe- 

noonced)  executrix  and  executors   and   trustees  of  his  5'^®  chattels, 
^  It  IS  not  ne» 

will.  cessary,  as  in 

trover,  to 

The  testator  died  in  Novembery  1842,  and  the  widow  version. 

alone  proved  the   will   and   enjoyed   the   property   in  .  A'?iu** 

ipecie  without  conversion  till  1854.  persons  enti- 

tled in  remain- 
der against  the 
On  the  31st  of  January,  1864,  the  suit  of  Waeick  v.  executrix  (who 

Shards  was    instituted    by   four  of    the    testator's  tenant  for  life) 

daughters  (the   present   Plaintiff,  Mrs.  Turner,  being  ^°J*^«*^™- 

one)  against  the  widow,  Mary  Richards,  and  others  for  the  estate. 

the  sale  and  conversion  of  the  property,  and  to  carry  3JedTCiSn«* 

tke  trusts  of  the  testator's  will  into  execution.     In  this  the  suit,  and 

*wt,  Mrs.  Richards  put  in  her  answer,  claiming  to  be  claimed^a  lien 

entitled  to  enjoy  the  property  in  specie,  but  before  the  ^^^  l>"  costs  on 
It         1         ••      r^         1       ifti-^»»        deeds  relating 
cause  came  on  to  be  heard,  and  in  December,  lo54,  Mrs.  to  leaseholds 

Siekards  died,  having  appointed  the  Defendant  Letts  ^^^  J**f.  . 

and  another  executors  of  her  will.  his  hands  by 

the  executrix. 

On  the  death  of  Mrs.  Richards,  the  Plaintiff,  Mrs.  the  Rolls  was 

Turner,  of  opinion, 

that  independ- 
ently of  the  suit,  the  executrix  could  eive  no  lien  as  against  those  in  remainder,  for 
eoits  for  which  she  was  personally  liable,  and  that  in  the  suit,  the  costs  had  been  lost 
^iht  abatement,  and  therefore  that  no  lien  existed.  But  the  Lords  Justices  con- 
ndered,  that  the  solicitor's  lien  depended  on  whether  the  executrix  was  or  not  indebted 
to  the  estate,  and  they  put  this  in  a  train  of  investigation. 
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1866.  Turner^  one  of  the  daughters  of  the  testator,  obtained 
letters  of  administration  de  bonis  non  to  the  testator^s 
estate. 

A  bill  of  revivor  and  supplement  was  filed  by  the 
Plaintiffs  in  TFa«cA  v.  UicAarrf*  (other  than  Mrs.  Turner)^ 
but  no  legal  personal  representative  of  Mrs.  Richards 
was  made  a  party.  A  decree  was  made  in  both  the 
original  and  supplemental  causes  to  take  the  accounts  as 
against  Mrs.  Turner^  but  not  as  against  Mrs.  Richards 
or  her  representatives. 

The  Defendant  Letts  was  the  solicitor  of  Mrs. 
Richards  in  the  suit  of  Waeick  v.  Richards^  and  Mrs. 
Richards  had  delivered  to  him  the  title  deeds  and  papers 
belonging  to  the  testator's  estate.  Letts  now  refused  to 
deliver  them  up  to  the  Plaintiff  Mrs.  Turner^  the 
administratrix  de  bonis  non  of  her  father,  on  the  ground 
that  he  had  a  lien  on  them  for  his  costs  for  business 
done  for  Mrs.  Richards  in  the  suit. 

The  Plaintiff,  Mrs.  Turner^  thereupon  filed  her  bill 
against  Letts  for  the  delivery  of  the  title  deeds. 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Macnaghten,  for  the  Plaintiff. 
Mrs.  Richards  sustained  two  characters;  she  was  both 
tenant  Tor  life  and  executrix.  As  tenant  for  life,  her  power 
over  the  deeds  did  not  extend  further  than  her  own  in- 
terest in  the  property,  which  ceased  on  her  death,  and 
then  both  the  estate  and  the  deeds  belonged  to  those  in 
remainder,  or  to  ihe  Plaintiff,  as  representative  of  the 
testator.  Though  a  solicitor  has  a  lien  on  his  client's 
own  papers,  Worrall  v.  Johnson  (a),  yet  that  lien  is 
limited  to  the  interest  of  the  client  in  them,  Pelly  v. 
Wathen  (4) ;  for  no  one  can  give  a  lien  on  deeds  to  a 

solicitor 

(a)  2  Jac.  4^  IT.  214.         (*)  7  Hart,  351 ;   iDf  C.  3/.  4r  G.  16. 
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solicritor  of  a  higher  nature  than  the  interest  he  himself        1856. 

hst&    in  the  deeds;  MoleswartA  v.  Robbins  (a).  v-^^^^^ 

Turner 

M^  ut  it  will  be  said,  that  she  had  power,  as  executrix,        Letts. 

to    ^S^ve  a  lien.    This  may  be  true  as  against  herself  and 

h^K~      own  interest,  but  it  would  be  ineffectual,  both  as 

a^suknst  the  administratrix  de  bonis  non  and  the  persons 

^vFm  ^^9  at  her  death,  became  entitled  to  the  estate,  and 

wl-B.  ^13  thereupon  had  aright  to  themuniments  of  title.    The 

c^^»^  might  be  different  if  Mrs.  Richards  had  incurred 

coi-^  ^0  in  the  general  administration  of  the  estate,  or  had 

flL    li^^lance  due  to  her,  the  right  to  which  she  might  have 

isferred,  but  here   the.  suit  was  adverse  to  her  as 

int  for  life,  and   its  object  was,  to  obtain  redress 

-inst  her  mal-administration  of  the  estate,  and  to  pre- 

^^^'*^%   her  enjoying  the  leaseholds   in  specie.     Nothing 

^'^^►^  due  to  her  from  the  estate,  but  the  contrary. 

*'t^c  employment  of  a  solicitor  by  a  trustee,  in  respect 

^i*^  trust  estate,  gives  him  no  lien,  Hall  v.  Laver  (i); 

,^^^    ^^an  a  solicitor  refuse  to  deliver  up,  on  the  ground  of 

^^  »    documents  deposited  with  him  for  the  mere  purposes 

^     ^uit,  and  particularly  where  others  have  an  interest 

,^^**^in;  Baker  v.  Henderson  {c);   Bell  v.   Taylor  {d); 

^^'^^intrton  v.  Edge  (e) ;  Francis  v,  Francis  (/). 

^^^Ir.  R.  Palmer,  Mr.  Lloyd,  and  Mr.  F.  T,  White, 

^^y  ^4r.  Letts.    There  is  a  misapprehension  of  the  prin- 

^"^V^^es  and  authorities  applicable  to  this  case,  which  has 

^^v^rence  to  documents  in  the  hands  of  an  executrix,  re- 

^^ting  not  to  real  but  to  the  personal  estate  alone,  over 

^'Hich  an  executrix  has  the  complete  control.    The  will 

itself 

(a)  2  Janet  ^  Lat.  358.  (d)  8  Sim.  216. 

(6)  1  Hare,  571.  (e)  9  Sim.  508. 

(f)  4  Sim.  27.  (/)  2  De  G.,  M.  ^  G.  73. 
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1855.  itself  empowers  the  executors  to  retain  and  reimburse 
themselves  all  costs,  ice,  which  they  may  be  put  to  in 
the  execution  of  the  trust  But  quite  independent  of 
this  power,  an  executor,  if  he  incurs  costs  in  the  execu- 
tion of  his  oflBce,  may  alien  a  portion  of  the  personal 
estate  for  their  payment ;  he  has  an  absolute  power  of 
disposition  over  the  whole  personal  assets  (a) ;  he  may 
pledge  or  mortgage  them,  and  even  give  to  a  mortgagee 
a  power  of  sale ;  Russell  v.  Plaice  (ft).  If  he  can  sell  or 
mortgage  to  pay  costs,  he  can  equally  create  a  valid 
lien  for  the  same  purpose,  or  to  secure  them.  If  he 
incur  costs,  he  has  a  right  to  retain  the  assets  and  the 
deeds  until  payment,  and  his  solicitor  has  an  equal 
right. 

But  this  is  the  suit  of  the  personal  representative 
of  the  testator,  and  the  Plaintiff  represents  the  same 
interest  as  Mrs.  Richards.  She  has  succeeded  to  the 
oflBce  of  and  stands  in  the  same  situation  as  Mrs. 
Richards  herself,  and  she  is  bound  by  the  same  obli- 
gations, unless  Mrs.  Richards  has  been  guilty  of  some 
breach  of  trust.  If,  therefore,  Mrs.  Richards  could 
not  obtain  the  deeds  from  Mr.  Letts  without  payment 
of  his  costs,  so  neither  can  the  Plaintiff. 

It  is  said,  that  Mrs.  Richards  has  established  no  claim 
or  lien  on  the  estate  in  the  suit  of  Waeich  v.  Richards. 
The  answer  is,  that  the  present  Plaintiff  has,  by  the 
decree  obtained  by  her,  prevented  the  account  being 
taken  as  regards  Mrs.  Richards  or  her  representative. 
They  have  been  waived,  and  the  account  directed  by 
the  decree  is  merely  of  the  personal  estate  come  to  the 
hands  of  the  present  Plaintiff,  and  what  part  is  out- 
standing.    In  truth,  a  general    account  could  not  be 

taken 
(a)  1  WUlwmt  OR  Exemtors,       Chap.  I. 
(4th  edit.),  Part  II.,   Book  I.,  (6)  18  Beav.  21. 
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taken  id  the  absence  of  a  full  legal  personal  representa- 
tive of  the  testator,  and  there  was  a  mere  administrator 
de  hanis  non  before  the  Court  in  the  suit. 

Lastly,  the  suit  is  in  the  nature  of  an  action  of  trover^ 
&nd  no  conversion  has  been  proved,  which,  at  law, 
^^oold  be  essential  to  support  such  an  action. .  Beames 
^>»»  Costs  (a)  was  also  cited. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  in  this  case,  that  the  Defendant  has 
vio  lien  upon  these  deeds.     It  is  quite  settled,  both  by 
principle  and  authority,  that  no  person  can  give  a  lien 
upon  deeds,  as  against  another  person;  he  can  only 
give  a  lien  as  against  himself,  and  to  the  extent  of  his ' 
own  interest    In  this  case,  Mrs.  Richards  undoubtedly 
has  given  a  perfectly  good  and  complete  lien  to  Mr. 
LdtSy  as  against  herself,  and  she  could  not  obtain  these 
papers  from  Mr.  Letts  without  paying  him  everything 
which  he  was  justly  entitled  to  as  her  solicitor.     After 
her  death,  Mr.  Letts  was  still  entitled  to  any  lien  upon 
these  papers  which  the  executrix  had  as  against  the 
Plaintiff;  but,  in  my  opinion,  she  had  none.    The  burden 
of  proof  lies  upon  the  Defendant  to  make  out  his  lien  ; 
and  independently  of  the  suit  of  Waeick  v.  Richards^ 
and  what  took  place  in  it  (the  effect  of  which  I  shall 
presently  consider),   the  case  is   the  same  as  if  the 
lien  had  been  created   by  the  executrix  in  favour  of 
a  mere  stranger.     Suppose  Mrs.  Richards  to  be  still 
alife,  bat  by  reason  of  some  event  that  had  happened, 
her  interest  in  the  estate  had  ceased,  these  deeds  and 
papers  which  relate  to  property  of  which  she  was  tenant 
for  life,  with  remainder,  to  the  Plaintiff  and  other  per- 
sons, for  whom  the  Plaintiff  is  now  trustee,  they  would 
properly  have  been  in  the  custody  of  the  executrix,  so 

long 
(a)  Chapter  IV. 
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long  as  Bhe  was  tenant  for  life,  but  when  her  interest 
ceased,  they  belonged  to  the  persons  who  then  became 
entitled  to  the  property.  If  she  were  still  alive,  the 
question  would  be  this  : — What  lien  has  she  upon  these 
papers  ?  and  it  would  be  essential  for  Mr.  Letts  to  show 
that  she  had  still  a  lien  upon  them,  as  against  the 
Plaintiff. 

It  has  been  argued,  that  there  is,  in  point  of  fact,  in 
the  Plaintiff  a  mere  continuance  of  the  estate  and 
character  of  the  legal  personal  representative  of  the 
original  testator.  That  is  so,  but  the  debt  which  was 
due  from  the  executrix  to  Mr.  Letts^  was  not  due  from 
her  in  her  character  of  executrix,  but  was  due  from  her 
personally ;  and  whether  she  had  assets  or  not  of  the 
testator,  she  would  have  been  bound  to  pay  every  penny 
to  Mr.  Letts,  and  he  would  have  a  right  to  sue  her 
personally,  whether  she  had  any  assets  or  not.  No 
doubt,  in  one  sense,  the  debt  was  incurred  by  proceed- 
ings relative  to  her  office  of  executrix,  but  it  was  not 
a  debt  due  from  her  in  her  character  of  executrix  or 
legal  personal  representative ;  for  if  so,  she  would  only 
have  been  liable  to  the  amount  of  assets  which  she  had 
received,  but  she  in  point  of  fact  was  personally  liable 
for  the  whole  amount  due. 

I  will  assume,  in  favour  of  Mr.  Letts,  that  if  the  suit 
of  Waeick  v.  Richards  had  proceeded  to  a  decree,  Mrs. 
Richards  would  have  been  entitled  to  her  costs.  But 
in  what  way  could  those  costs  be  now  obtained  for 
Mrs.  Richards  s  estate  ?  The  legal  personal  represen- 
tative could  not  revive  the  suit  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  them.  It  is  the  rule  of  the  Court,  which  in 
a  great  many  cases  may  work  considerable  injustice, 
that  you  cannot  revive  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
costs.  The  legal  personal  representative  of  Mrs.  Rich- 
ards,  therefore,  would  have  no  means  of  obtaining  those 

costs 
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^osts  after  her  death.     If  the  costs  of  that  suit  formed        1855. 

I^^rt  of  Mrs.  Richards* s  estate,  I  do  not  hesitate  to  say, 

^^at  Mr.  Letts  would  be  entitled  to  a  specific  lien  upon 

^ii^m,  and    that  the  legal   personal   representative  of 

^^^  n.  Richards  might  have  been  entitled  to  retain  the 

d^'cds  until  the  costs  had  been  paid,  which  might  have 

<^»"^C5ated  a  lien  in  favour  of  Mr.  Letts;  but  I  see  no 

KiEA^ns  by  which  those  costs  can  be  made  part  of  Mrs. 

Hchards's  estate,  or  by  which  her  legal  personal  repre- 

^Kitatives    could  recover  them.     The   case,    I   think, 

mnot  stand   differently  from  what  it  would  if  Mrs. 

JEHehards  were  now  alive,  and  the  suit  were  discontinued 

caxid  her  interest  in  the  estate  had  determined.     In  that 

c^skse,  the  persons   in  remainder  would  be  entitled  to 

x^oover  those  deeds  and  papers ;  but  if  she  had  a  lien 

upon  them  in  respect  of  any  costs,  she  would  be  entitled 

to  retain  them  for  that  purpose,  and  Mr.  Letts  would 

stand  in  her  place ;  but  no  costs  would  be  due  to  her. 

I  also  consider  that  the  institution  of  a  suit  makes 

no  difference  in  that  respect.     If  I  am  right  in  this, — 

(which  is  the  principle  and  foundation  of  my  decision,) 

that  this  is  a  personal  claim  of  Mr.  Letts  against  Mrs. 

^khardsj  and  simply  against  her  estate;  and  that  con- 

^oently  she  could  give  no  lien  upon  the  deeds,  other 

Aan  that  which  she  herself  possessed  ;  that  the  burden 

of  proof  lies  upon  Mr.  Letts^  and  that  he  has  failed  in 

proring  any  such  lien. 

It  has  been  suggested,  that  if  this  were  an  action  at 
hw,  it  would  be  necessary  to  prove  conversion ;  that 
isy  a  resistance  to  deliver  up  the  documents  sought  to 
be  recovered.  That  is  so  at  law,  but  in  equity  the  Court 
looks  at  the  case  made  by  the  Defendant;  it  is  not 
iMtessary  to  apply  to  a  Defendant  before  a  suit  is  insti- 
toted;  but  if  the  Defendant  says,  ''  If  you  had  applied 
to  me,  I  should  not  have  contested  your  claim,"  then, 

undoubtedly, 
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undoubtedly^  he  gets  the  costs  of  it ;  but  if  it  appears 
that  an  application  would  have  been  useless,  and  that 
the  Defendant  resists  at  the  hearing,  the  Court  looks 
at  the  case  exactly  in  the  same  point  of  view  as  if  that 
right  had  been  insisted  upon  before  the  bill  had  been 
filed ;  and  in  fact  that  is  what  has  taken  place  in  this 
particular  case.  That  this  is  a  case  of  great  hardship 
against  Mr.  LettSy  I  think  no  one  can  doubt;  because 
Mr.  Letts  has  been  honestly  employed  in  using  his  ex- 
ertions for  the  benefit  of  a  client,  with  relation  to  a  suit, 
which  seems  to  have  been  conducted  in  raising  points 
which  might  have  affected  Mrs.  Richards  ;  and  though 
I  express  no  opinion  as  to  what  the  result  of  the  suit 
would  have  been,  or  whether  she  would  have  been  en- 
titled, if  it  had  been  ultimately  decided,  to  the  costs 
of  the  suit ;  yet,  in  the  result  of  what  has  happened, 
Mr.  Letts  is  debarred  from  claiming  the  costs  of  that 
suit,  except  against  the  estate  of  Mrs.  Richards^  and, 
by  reason  of  the  discontinuance  of  it,  it  cannot  now  be 
ascertained  whether  these  costs  could  be  claimed  by 
her  against  the  present  owners  of  these  deeds. 

I  have  already  determined,  in  a  case  in  which  I  gave 
judgment  yesterday  (a),  that  a  solicitor  does  not  acquire 
a  lien  upon  an  estate  recovered  in  the  suit.  That  is 
totally  distinct  from  the  question  of  having  a  lien  upon 
papers  created  by  the  client  himself. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  in  this  case,  that  there  is 
no  lien  upon  these  papers,  and  that  they  must  be  deli- 
vered up  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  Defendant  must  pay 
the  costs  of  suit. 

(fl)  Shaw  y.  NeaUt  anie,  p.  1 57. 


Note. — Upon  appeal  to  the  Lords  Justices  (28th  May,  1855),  they 
considered,  that  if  the  deeds  were  in  the  bands  of  the  widow,  they  could 
not  be  taken  out  of  her  possession  without  indemnifying  her  from  the 
costs  of  the  suit  instituted  against  her.  But  as  it  was  alleged  that  she 
was  a  debtor  to  the  estate,  they  held  that  that  fact  must  be  inves- 
tigated and  that  the  question  of  law  must  stand  over. 
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HUGHES  V.  ELLIS. 

Marchl, 
npHE  testator,  by  his  will,  dated  in  1823,  expressed  A  testator  be- 
himself  as  follows : — '*  I  direct  that  all  my  just  ^^duary  elh 
debts,  funeral  expenses,  the  expenses  of  proving  this  tatetohii 
my  will,   and  all   other    expenses    attendant  thereon  executors,  ad- 
be  first    paid    by   ray   executrix,    hereinafter    named,  "^n^'ra^",, 
OQt  of  my  personal  estate,   and   from   and  after  the  but  if  she  died 
payment  of  the   same,  I  give  and   bequeath   the   re-  jjlg^fn^^*'* 
mainder  of  all  my  personal  estate  and  effects,  of  what  that  »t  should 
nature  or  kind  the  same  may  be,  in  manner  following:  to  il.  and  B. 
tiitlioH — I  give  and  bequeath  to   my  mother,  Anne  'Hie  wife  pre- 
n    .       1^  n  ,....  *i        »     .  ,,        deceased  the 

Vames^  the  sum  of  one  shilhng.     Also,  I  give  and  be-  tesutor.  Held, 

qoeath  to  my  brother  Hugh,  and  my  sisters,  Margaret,  ^"fiX^reu^ 
i^e,  Elizabeth,  Sarah  and  Mary,  each  the  sum  of  one  stance),  that 
Bhilling;  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  dear  wife  ilfary,  aft^ef  an  abso- 
tke  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  all  my  estate,  whe-  1"^  interest, 
ther  leasehold,  real  or  personal,  of  what  nature,  kind  or 
quality  soever  the  same  may  be,  and  to  her  executors, 
(^ministrators  and  assigns.    But  if  my  said  wife  should 
die  intestate,  then  my  will  is,  that  the  said  remainder 
of  my  estate  shall  be  bequeathed  to  my  nephew  David 
Bughes  (son  to  my  brother  William),  and  to  Margaret 
EwM  (niece  of  my  wife's  first  husband),  share  and 
share  ahke,  their  heirs  and  executors."     He  appointed 
his  wife  sole  executrix. 


Mary  Hughes,  the  wife  of  the  said  testator,  died 
intestate,  on  the  16th  of  September,  1854,  in  the  life- 
^ine  of  the  said  testator,  and  who  died  on  the  23rd  of 
October,  1854. 

VOL.  XX.  o  The 
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The  PlBintiff  Margaret  Hughes  (formerly  Margaret 
Evans)  by  this  bill  claimed  a  moiety  of  the  testator's 
residuary  estate,  under  the  bequest  over  to  her  and 
David  Hughes, 

To  this  bill  the  Defendants  Mrs.  Ellis  and  Mrs. 
Parry  demurred. 

Mr.  EddiSf  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  There  is  a 
distinct  absolute  gift  of  the  residue  to  the  wife,  and  to 
her  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  in  the  first 
instance,  with  a  gift  over,  if  she  should  die  intestate ; 
that  is,  if  she  should  not  dispose  of  it.  This  gift  over 
is  void,  being  inconsistent  with  the  prior  absolute  gift. 
In  Ross  v.  jRoss(a)f  there  was  an  absolute  gift  to  A., 
with  a  gift  over,  if  A.  "  should  not  receive  or  dis- 
pose of  it  by  will  or  otherwise.''  This  limitation  was 
held  void ;  "  for,"  obsferved  Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  "  if 
you  give  absolute  property  to  a  person,  you  cannot 
subject  it,  for  his  life,  to  a  proviso,  that  if  he  does  not 
spend  it  his  interest  shall  cease"  (6).  So  in  Green  v. 
Harvey  (c),  there  was  a  bequest  of  a  leasehold  house 
to  -R.,  with  a  gift  over,  "should  he  die  without  heir  or 
will,"  the  gift  over  was  held  void,  Sir  James  Wigram  ob- 
serving (J),  "  It  has  been  repeatedly  decided,  that  where 
a  legacy  is  given  absolutely,  and  a  gift  over  is  super- 
added, in  the  event  of  the  legatee  dying  without  having 
disposed  of  his  legacy,  the  gift  over  is  void  and  the 
legacy  is  absolute." 

Again,  the  wife  having  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime, 
both  the  gift  to  her  and  the  gift  over  have  lapsed  ;  her 
dying  "  intestate"  could  not  have  reference  to  her  death 

in 

{d)  1  Jnc  6c  Walker,  154.  (r)  1  Hare,  428. 

(6)  1  Jac.  4-  Walker,  158.  ((/)  1  Hare,  431. 
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in  the  testator's  (her  husband's)  lifetime,  for  on  her  death        1866. 
during  coverture  she  must  necessarily  have  died   in- 
testate. 

Mr,  Freeling,  contri.  By  the  general  rules  of  con- 
struction, where  the  latter  part  of  a  will  is  inconsistent 
with  a  prior  part,  the  latter  will  prevail ;  Sherratt  v. 
BeRtUy  (a) ;  Morrall  v.  Sutton  (b) ;  and  the  general 
intent  must  prevail  against  particular  terms  to  the 
contrary;  Crone  v.  OdeU(c);  Sherratt  v.  Bent  ley  {d). 
Here  the  general  intent  is  in  favour  of  Daniel  Hughes  and 
the  Plaintiff,  and  to  give  effect  to  it,  either  the  estate  of 
the  widow,  her  executors  and  administrators  and  assigns, 
must  be  cut  down  to  a  life  interest  with  a  testamentary 
power  of  appointment,  or  the  word  "  executors"  may 
he  construed  "  devisees.'*  In  that  view  the  cases  cited 
do  not  apply,  and  the  limitation  over  is  perfectly  valid. 

Ilie  intestacy  has  always  reference  to  the  death  of  the 
person  whose  death  intestate  is  referred  to;  Edwards 
^' Edwards  (e).  There  is  no  lapse,  and  if  there  be, 
it  is  only  of  the  wife's  life  interest.  In  Doe  d.  Stevenson 
^'Ghter(f),  there  was  a  devise  to  A.  in  fee,  and  if  he 
died  without  leaving  issue,  or  if  he  did  not  "  dispose  or 
part  with"  the  property,  over  to  B.;  it  was  held  that  the 
gift  over  was  good.  The  present  gift  over  would  be 
nlid  as  an  executory  devise.  [The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 
I  assume  there  is  no  real  estate.]  Effect  is  to  be  given 
to  every  part  of  the  will,  and  if  any  part  must  necessa- 
rily be  rejected,  it  would  be  doing  less  violence  to 
reject  the  words  **  executors,  administrators  and  as- 
signs," than  to  make  the  whole  of  the  gift  over  void. 

The 

(fl)  2  MyL  i  K.  149.  ((/)  2  Myl  Sf  K,  157. 

ih)  4  Betw.  478  ;    5  Bern,  (e)  15  Beav,  357. 

100;  1  PhiU.  533.  (./-)  1  C.  B.  R.  448. 

(01Bo«*B.470. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

My  opinion  of  this  will  is,  that  the  testator  intended 
to  give  his  wife  an  absolute  interest  in  this  property, 
with  the  power  of  absolutely  disposing  of  it  either  in 
her  lifetime  or  by  will.  If  she  did  not  dispose  of  it  in 
her  life  or  by  will,  he  then  intended  these  gifts  over  to 
take  effect.  No  doubt  the  result  is,  that  the  gids  over 
could  not  take  effect,  for  the  wife  took  an  absolute 
interest,  and  if  she  died  without  a  will,  the  residue 
would  go  to  her  next  of  kin.  She  died,  however,  in  the 
life  of  the  testator,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  a  lapse 
took  place ;  the  testator  might  have  said  **  intestate  in 
ray  life,"  but  the  simple  word  "  intestate"  excludes  the 
construction  that  the  gift  over  was  intended  by  the 
testator  to  provide  against  a  lapse,  because  if  she  had 
died  in  his  lifetime,  being  a  feme  coverie,  she  had  no 
power  to  do  any  testamentary  act,  by  making  a  will, 
and  she  therefore  must  necessarily  have  died  intestate. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  he  intended  to  give  her  an  ab- 
solute interest  in  the  property,  and  if  she  did  not  dis- 
pose of  it  by  will,  the  gid  over  was  to  take  effect,  and 
both  upon  principle  and  on  the  authorities  which  have 
been  cited,  such  a  gift  over  could  not  take  effect. 

The  difficulty  has  been  created  by  the  testator,  his 
estate  ought,  if  possible,  to  bear  the  costs. 
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In  re  SMITH'S  WILL.  Jan.  30. 

Fe6.  15. 
ITMIE  question  on  this  petition  turned  on  the  con-  A  testator  gave 
■*•     stniction  of  the  will  of  Samuel  Smith,  dated  the  trist^^fwthe 

13th  of  «7anttary,  1836.  maiDtenance 

of  A.  and  B. 
during  their 

By  it,  he  gave  3,000/.  to  two  trustees,  in  trust  to  apply  minority, 
•       ,  ,  and  wnen 

the  dividends  for  and   towards  the  maintenance,  edu-  and  so  soon  ai 

cation  and  support  of  Samuel  Steele  and  Charles  Steele,  J,hulshoSw' 

Us  two  illegitimate  children  by  Elizabeth  Steele,  during  have  been  bora 

Aeir minority,  and  towards  the  maintenance  and  sup-  yeawj'to * 

port  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Steele,  during  such  minority,  "fwrand 

if  hig  trustees  should  think  proper.    The  testator  then  between  them, 

•tated,that  the  interest  in  this  bequest  was  to  be  entirely  ^^W  »|»o"ld 

*«Djectto  the  discretion  of  his  trustees,  to  expend  either  living.    But  if 

the  whole  or  a  part  of  it  for  this  purpose,  or  to  lay  out  ^bouYd'be?^^^^ 

^y  Bum,  not  exceeding  one-third  of  the  dividends,  for  dead,  then  he 

ttesopport  o{ Elizabeth  Steele.  I^I^to  o^hlf 

persons.  They 

The  will  then  proceeds  in  these  words: — "And  when  fore  the  young- 

^ito  soon  as  the  youngest  of  my  said  two  children  shall  ^\  would,  if 
1  if       ;f        J     if  living,  have 

^«  hen  born  twenty-one  years,  I  direct  my  said  trus-  attained 
^)  or  the  survivor  of  them,  his  executors  or  admi-  ^ut^"  Ae 
*"8trator8,   to   pay  and  divide   the  whole  of  the  said  eldest,  had  at- 
principal  sum  of  3,000/.  equally  between  them  my  said  ^ge.    Held, 

^^Q  that  A,  took  a 

vested  interest, 

and  that  his  representatives  were  entitled  to  a  moiety. 


1837.  Testator  died. 
1839.  CAor^  died. 
1854.  Samuel  attained    twenty- 
one  and  died. 


1856.  CharleSf  if  living,  would 
have  attained  twenty- 
one. 
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1865  ^^^  children,  share  and  share  alike,  if  they  shall  then  ^ 
both  be  living;  but  if  either  of  them  shall  be  then  i 
dead,  I  then  give  and  bequeath  the  moiety  of  such  a 
deceased  child,  equally  between  such  of  the  children  j 
of  my  late  sister  Mary  Bushell,  as  shall  live  to  attain  ^ 
twenty-one,  their  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  « 
respectively.  And  as  to  all  the  rest  and  residue,"  &c.,  « 
''  to  my  brother  William  Smith  and  my  sister  Emma  ^ 
Smith." 

The  testator  died  in  1837,  leaving  the  two  sons  and 
their  mother  surviving  him.  The  youngest  son  Charles 
died  in  1839,  at  the  age  of  four  years.  If  he  had 
lived,  he  would  have  been  twenty-one  years  of  age  on 
the  3rd  of  March,  1856.  The  eldest  son,  Samuel, 
attained  twenty-one  on  the  8th  o(  August,  1854,  and 
he  died  on  the  26th  of  September  following,  and  conse- 
quently before  the  day  had  arrived  when  Charles  had 
been  born  twenty-one  years.  He  made  a  will,  bequeath- 
ing his  interest  in  this  fund  to  his  mother. 

This  petition  was  presented  by  the  mother  and  legal 
personal  representative  of  Samuel,  claiming  one  moiety 
of  the  fund,  as  vested  in  him  on  his  attaining  twenty- 
one  years.  The  children  of  Mary  Bushell  claimed  both 
moieties  of  the  fund,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  given 
over  to  them,  if  neither  of  the  two  legatees  was  alive 
at  the  time  when  the  younger  of  them  bad  been  born 
twenty-one  years.  The  residuary  legatees  also  claimed 
this  moiety  as  lapsed. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Colt,  in  support  of  the  peti- 
tion. The  bequest,  in  this  case,  is  vested.  It  comes 
exactly  within  the  principle  of  Leeming  v.  Sherratt{a), 

where 
(fl)  2  Hare,  14. 
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where  there  was  a  direction  to  "  pay  and  divide"  unto        1866. 

and  equally  among  the  testator's  children,  ^'  as  soon  as 

the  youngest  child  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one/' 

and  it  was  held,  that  a  child,  who  attained  twenty-one, 

and  died  before  the  youngest  attained  twenty-one,  took 

a  vested  interest.     There  is  a  postponement  of  the 

period  of  division,  but  not  of  the  vesting;  the  gift  of 

the  intermediate  interest  shows  it.     The  word  "  then" 

does  not  import  contingency  in  the  gift  itself,  but  only 

refers  to  the   time  when   the  gift,   already  vested  in 

tx:2terest,  is  to  come  into  possession.     The  case  comes 

itbin  the  class  of  cases  stated  at  length  in   1  Mop. 

*9'  (fl)-    They  'cited  also  Gooch  v.  Gooch  (b)  ;  Saun- 

'^rs  V.  Vautier  (c) ;  BorastovLS  case  (J) ;  and  cases  in 

Jarm.  Wills  {e). 

Mr.  Bagshawe  and  Mr.  Dorian  for  the  children  of 

fary  BushelL    The  will,  in  the  first  instance,  confines 

i  "•self  to  the  income  of  the  fund  and  to  the  minority  of 

^^lie  two  children.    Then  follows  the  clause  which  deals 

"^^^ith  the  capital,   and   has  given   rise   to  the   present 

"^iquestion.    There  is  no  gift  of  the  capital,  except  in  the 

^direction  "  to  pay  and  divide"  it  at  a  particular  period, 

^ind  it  is  ckarly  settled  that,  under  such  a  form  of  gift, 

xo  person  can  take  any  interest  in  the  fund,  unless  he 

l)e  living  at  the  period  of  division,  the  vesting  being 

postponed  until  after  that  event  has  happened  (/).     In 

addition  to  this,  here  the  division  is  only  to  take  place 

"  if  they  should  then  be  both  living ;"  and  besides,  there 

is  an  express  gift  over,  "  if  either  of  them  should  be 

then  dead,"  and  the  same  result  must  follow  if  both  be 

then  dead.     If  Charles  were  now  living  and  Samuel 

dead,  it  is  clear  that  SamueVs  share  would  belong  to 

the 

(a)  Page  619  fedit.  White),  (e)  Pages  734,  764. 

{b)  14  Beav  565.  ( /')  See  Leake  v.  Rohinsonf2 

(c)  Cr.  if  PhiU.  240.  Mer.  387. 

(</)  3  Rep.  15  b. 
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the  children  of  Mrs.  Bushell,  and  that  SamueVs  repre- 
sentatives would  take  nothing.  How  then  can  the  case 
be  altered  by  the  death  of  Charles  in  the  meanwhile  ? 
This  case  differs  entirely  from  Leeming  v.  Sherratt, 
There  there  was  a  gift  to  a  class  and  not  to  named  indi- 
viduals ;  and  besides,  in  that  case,  there  were  no  such 
expressions  as  these  : — "  if  they  should  be  then  living," 
^'  but  if  either  of  them  should  be  then  dead." 


Samuel,  therefore,  not  being  alive  on  the  3rd  of  March, 
1856,  the  event  never  happened,  on  which  alone  he 
was  to  take,  and  the  share  intended  for  him  went  over 
to  the  children  of  Mary  Bushell.  They  cited  Monkhouse 
V.  Holme  (a) ;  May  v.  Wood  (J) ;  which  were  both  cited 
in  Leeming  v.  Sherratt  (c). 

Mr.  Piggott,  for  the  residuary  legatees. 

Mr.  J.  V.  Prior,  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  in  reply,  referred  to  Saunders  v.  Vau- 
tier{d),  and  Parker  y.  Sowerby(e),  and  contended  that 
the  words  "  shall  have  been  born  twenty-one  years," 
meant  the  termination  of  the  minority  of  Charles,  and 
not  a  certain  day  in  1856,  and  that  SamueVs  share 
vested. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


The 


(fl)  1  Bro.  C.  C,  298. 
(6)  3  hro,  C.  C.  473. 
(f)  2  Hare,  14. 


{d)  Cr.  4- PA.  240. 
(«)  1  Drew.  488. 
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1865. 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


The  principle  applicable  to  these  cases  is  now  settled, 
and  according  to  this  principle,  as  recognized  in  Saun-  jfv^.  15. 
dert  V.  Vautier  (a)  and  Leeming  v.  Sherratt  (J),  I  think 
no  doubt  can  now  be  raised,  but  that  if  a  testator  gives 
a  sum  of  money  to  trustees,  and  directs  them  to  apply 
the  interest  for  the  benefit  of  legatees  during  their  mi- 
nority, and  then  directs  the  money  to  be  divided  between 
them,  on  the  youngest  attaining  twenty-one,  with  a  gift 
over  of  the  share  of  one  who  dies  before  that  period, 
this  constitutes  a  legacy  debitum  in  prasenti,  but  solven- 
iym  in  futuro^  and  that  any  child  who  attains  twenty- 
one  acquires  a  right  to  the  payment  of  his  share. 

The  difficulty  arises,  in  this  case,  from  the  peculiar 
expression  used  by  the  testator,  who,  instead  of  saying 
''when  the  younger  child  attains  twenty-one,"  makes 
the  gid  over  of  the  share  of  a  child  take  effect,  if  that 
child  die  before  the  period  when  the  youngest  of  the 
two  children  shall  have  been  bom  twenty-one  years ; 
^d  this  expression,  it  is  urged,  is  different  from  the 
form  usually  employed  in  such  cases,  and  is  such  as  to 
prevent  the  application  of  the  rule  I  have  referred  to, 
*nd  makes  the  gift  over  take  effect  wholly  irrespective 
of  the  consideration  whether  the  younger  be  then  alive 
or  not. 

I  cannot  but  admit  that  I  have  felt  considerable 
embarrassment  in  the  case ;  but,  taking  the  whole  will 
together,  and  considering  the  great  importance  of  not 
breaking  in  upon  an  important  rule  of  construction,  I 

have 

(0)  Craig  4-  FhiU,  240.  (h)  2  Hare,  14. 
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have  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  testator  has  not 
expressed  any  intention,  that  the  son  who  had  attained 
twenty-one  should  forfeit  his  share,  because  he  died 
before  the  younger  child  attained  twenty-one.  I  think 
that  these  were  vested  legacies,  to  be  paid  to  them 
when  the  younger  child  attained  tweoty-one,  but  liable 
to  be  divested  in  case  either  child  died  before  he  becaope 
entitled  to  payment. 

In  Saunders  v.  Vautier  (a),  the  testator  directed  the 
legacy  to  accumulate  till  the  legatee  attained  twenty- 
five,  and  then  directed  the  trustees  to  transfer  the  fund 
to  him.  The  Court  gave  the  legatee  maintenance  out 
of  the  interest,  and  held,  that  on  his  attaining  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  he  was  entitled  to  a  transfer  of  the 
capital.  Here  the  testator  has  expressly  directed  the 
interest  to  be  applied  to  the  maintenance  of  the  legatee. 

In  Leeming  v.  Sherratt  (i),  the  testator  directed  the 
residue  of  his  freehold  and  personal  property  to  be  sold, 
and  the  produce  divided  amongst  all  his  children,  so 
soon  as  the  youngest  attained  twenty-one,  and  in  case 
of  the  death  of  any  of  the  children  leaving  issue,  he 
gave  to  such  issue  the  share  of  the  parent.  The  Court 
held  that  legacy  to  be  vested  in  the  sons  who  had 
attained  twenty- one,  but  who  died  before  the  youngest 
child  attained  twenty-one. 

In  this  case,  if  there  had  been  no  gift  over,  it  would, 
I  think,  have  been  impossible  successfully  to  have  con- 
tended that  these  legacies  were  not  vested,  at  once,  on 
the  death  of  the  testator,  although  the  payment  was 
postponed  till  a. later  period.  The  difficulty  arises  on 
the  terms  of  the  gift  over.     I  am  of  opinion  that  this 

is 
(a)  Ctaig  4"  Phill.  240.  (6)  2  Hare,  14. 
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ift  «i  gift  over,  not  if  one  child  die  before  a  particular  1855. 
d^fc.3,  as  the  25th  o(  May,  1856,  assuming  that  to  be  the 
i^^jf  on  which  the  youngest  son  would  have  been  bom 
t^^^^nty-one  years,  but  that  it  is  a  gift  over,  in  case,  when 
tfci^  period  of  payment  arrives,  one  of  the  children  shall 
^^^Te  previously  died.  I  think  that  the  period  when  a 
cl:^  ild  was  entitled  to  demand  payment,  was  on  attaining 
*^^  age  of  twenty-one  years.  If  there  had  been  no 
S^  A  over  in  this  case,  Saunders  v.  Vautier  is  a  clear  au- 
^S^^rity  for  holding  that  the  son  Samuel  would  have 
'^^^en  entitled  to  receive  payment  of  his  share  on  attain- 
'*^  £  twenty-one.  It  was  a  vested  legacy,  the  interest 
<^'f  which  was  to  be  applied  for  his  maintenance  duripg 
*^i«  minority.  What  was  to  become  of  the  interest, 
^  ^^ring  the  interval  which  would  elapse  between  the 
»  ^y  when  he  attained  twenty-one  and  the  day  on  which 
^  i«  brother  was  to  attain  twenty-one  ?  It  differs  in  no 
""^^^pect  from  a  direction  to  pay  it  to  him  at  twenty-five, 
^^■Tiich  was  the  case  in  Saunders  y.  Vautier ^  unless  it  be 
*^^ore  favorable  in  favour  of  the  vesting  in  the  case 
^^^fore  me. 

If  both  the  sons  were  now  alive,  and  there  had  been 

^o  gift  over,  I  should  not,  in  the  views  I  take  of  this 

^^ase,  have  hesitated  in  ordering  payment  to  Samuel  of 

Viis  moiety,  although  Charles  was  still  an  infant.     If 

this  would  be  so,  in  case  there  was  no  gift  over,  does 

this  addition  of  this  gift  over  disentitle  him  to  receive 

payment  of  his  moiety  ?     I  think  not,  for  the  reasons 

I  have  already  stated,  as  to  the  true  construction  to  be 

put  on  the  terms  of  the  gift. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  this  gift  to  the  children  of 
Mary  Bushell  is  expressed  to  take  effect  in  the  event 
of  a  legatee  dying  before  his  share  became  payable  to 
him,  that  is,  in  the  event  of  his  dying  under  twenty-one. 

I  am 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

I  am  also  of  opinion,  that  I  should  be  weakening  an 
important  principle  of  construction,  and  giving  too 
much  weight  to  the  peculiar  expressions  used  in  this 
will,  viz.  the  words  ''  when  and  so  soon  as  the  youngest 
of  my  said  two  children  shall  have  been  born  twenty- 
one  years,"  if  I  were  not  to  treat  these  words  as,  in 
substance,  equivalent  to  the  words  "  when  my  youngest 
son  shall  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years/' 

Had  the  testator's  intention  been  different,  he  ought 
to  have  directed  the  legacy  not  to  be  vested  before  a 
fixed  day,  and  that  if  the  legatee  died  before  that  day, 
his  legacy  should  go  over  to  the  children  of  Mary 
BushelL 

This  disposes  of  the  claim  of  the  residuary  legatees. 
In  my  opinion,  Samuel  was  entitled  to  receive  his  share 
on  attaining  twenty-one,  and  his  mother^  as  his  legal 
personal  representative,  is  now  entitled  to  receive  it. 
I  will  make  an  order  for  the  payment  of  it  to  her,  as  his 
legal  personal  representative.  The  costs  of  all  parties 
must  be  paid  out  of  the  fund. 
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BROCKLEBANK  v.  JOHNSON.  Feb.  21. 

T  March  19. 

HE  testator  devised  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  The  teitator 

trustees,  upon  trust,  to  convert  and  invest,  and  pay  Jl^/^j^"^. 

^*^«  income  to  his  daughter,  Betty  Jones,  for  life.    And  sonal  estate  to 

^ftertbe  decease  of  his  daughter,  he  directed  his  trustees  c™vert  and 

^^  sell  his  messuages  in  Netherfieldf  and  the  money  invest,  and 

^'ising  therefrom,  together  with  the  rest  of  the  money  come  to  his 

^«»ted  in  them,  to  "call  in  and  equally  pay,  distribute  i^^^l^[^^^ 

^<)d  divide,  unto  and  amongst  all  and  every  the  child  her  decease,  to 

^»'   children  of  my  said  daughter  as  shall  be  then  living,  fundlmonff 

if"  more  than  one,  or  if  there  shall  be  only  one  such  **  all  her  chil- 

ctild,  then  unto  such  child  only,  provided  all  such  living."  pro- 

chiMren  may  then  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  ^4.®^  all  such 

years.    But  if  such  child  or  children  shall  not  have  at-  then  have  at- 

tained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  at  the  time  of  my  ^*e?^i/not"^^e 

sa>id  daughter's  decease,"  then  he  directed  the  money  to  directed  the 

arise  by  such  sale  to  be  invested,  "  and  the  interest,  piaced^out  at 

dividends  and  annual  produce  thereof,  and  of  the  rest  interest,  and 

of  the  money  so  to  be  placed  out  at  interest,  as  therein-  &c.  to  be  ap- 

before  P^*®^  ^^^  *^e 
maintenance 
^d  bringing  up  of  all  such  children,  until  the  youngest  should  attain  twenty-one,  when 
»te  fund  was  to  be  divided  amongst  such  children  as  should  be  then  living,  and  the 
^e  of  such  of  them  as  should  be  dead,  the  issue  to  take  their  parents'  share.  Held, 
^QAt  a  child  who  survived  the  mother,  attained  twenty-one,  but  died  before  the  youngest 
•**«ned  twenty-one,  took  an  absolute  vested  interest. 

In  construing  a  will,  if  two  passages  in  it  are  directly  opposed  to  each  other,  the 
^^r  will  prevail ;  but  where  there  is  a  mere  inconsistency,  the  Court  will  endeavour 
to  diicofer,  from  the  whole,  the  real  meaning  of  the  testator,  and,  if  possible,  reconcile 
all  iu  parts. 


1820.  Testator  died. 

1840.  Be/ey  died. 

1841.  Henri/    died,  having    at- 

tained twenty-one. 


1852.  Youngest    child   attained 
twenty-one. 
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1855.  before  directed,  to  be  paid  and  applied  for  and  towards 
the  maintenance/' &c., ''  of  all  and  every  such  child,  until 
-««—  ^^^  youngest  of  them  shall  have  attained  the  age  of 
Johnson,  twenty-one  years ;  and  when  and  so  soon  as  the  youngest 
of  such  child  or  children  shall  have  attained  the  said  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  then  upon  trust,  that  they,  my  said 
trustees  and  executors,"  &c.  **  do  and  shall  pay,  transfer, 
distribute  and  divide  the  money  to  be  raised,  as  afore- 
said, with  so  much  of  the  balance  remaining  in  his  or 
their  hands,  as  shall  not  have  been  paid,  laid  out  and  ex- 
pended, for  and  towards  the  maintenance,*'  &c.  '^  of  all 
and  every  such  child  or  children,  unto  and  equally  be- 
tween and  amongst  all  and  every  such  child  or  children 
as  shall  be  then  living^  and  the  issue  of  such  of  them  as 
shall  be  then  dead ;  save  that  such  issue  shall  only  take 
and  be  entitled  to  such  part  or  parts  thereof  as  the 
parent  of  such  issue  would  by  this  my  will  have  taken 
or  be  entitled  to  if  living." 

The  testator  died  in  1820,  and  his  daughter  died  in 
1840,  leaving  six  children,  some  having  attained  twenty- 
one  and  others  not.  The  youngest  of  such  children  at- 
tained twenty-one  in  1852,  but,  in  the  meanwhile,  one 
of  them,  Henry^  attained  twenty-one,  and  died  without 
issue  in  1841,  having,  in  1838,  sold  his  share  in  the  re- 
siduary estate  to  an  Insurance  C!ompany  represented  by 
the  Plaintiffs. 

The  other  five  children  contended,  that  as  Henry 
Jones  did  not  live  until  the  youngest  child  of  Betty 
Jones  attained  twenty-one,  his  assignees  took  no  interest 
in  the  residuary  estate. 

The  Plaintiffs,  however,  submitted,  that  Henry,  having 
survived  his  mother  and  attained  twenty-one,  had  ac- 
quired a  vested  and  transmissible  interest. 

The 
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Tbe  Solicitor-General  (Sir R.Bethelt) and  Mr.  Cairns^        1855. 

for  tlie  Plaintiffs.   When  a  provision  is  made  for  children, 

the  Court  leans  to  that  construction  which  gives  them  a 

vested  interest,  and  especially  at  the  time  at  which  they     JoHN»oir. 

most  require  it,  namely,  on  attaining  their  majority.     It 

will    tberefore,  in  this  instance,   endeavour  to  put  a 

rational  construction  on  the  will,  and,  if  possible,  give  a 

sbare  to  all  the  children  living  at  the  daughter's  death. 

In  the  first  place,  before  examining  the  construction  of 

this  vrill,  look  at  the  palpable  absurdity  which  the  view 

^aken  by  the  other  side  involves ;  it  does  or  might  lead 

^  a  'total  intestacy,  for  suppose  there  were  sir  children 

^t  the  death  of  the  daughter,  but  five  of  them  should 

8ttaii:i  twenty-one  and  die  before  the  youngest,  and  then 

that    -the  youngest  should  die  before  attaining  twenty* 

^^^9     the  whole  bequest  would  be  defeated.    So  that 

»'ttic>vigh,  if  all  the  children  should  have  attained  twenty- 

^^^9    ^t  the  death  of  their  mother  they  were  all  to  have 

^^  *"    shares  then  paid,  yet  if  only  one  should  be  under 

^^    ^ge,  the  whole  is  to  be  in  suspense,  and  perhaps  fail, 

^•^g  to  the  mere  personal  disability  of  the  sixth  child 

.     &i^e  a  receipt  for  his  share.    The  canon  of  construc- 

,      '^    Applicable  to  this  case  is  given  in  a  variety  of  cases, 

^.^         it  is  well  expressed  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in 

^^'=^ier  V.  Fisher  {a),  where  he  observes,  that"  the  Court 

^^Id  not,  unless  forced  by  the  plainest  words,  adopt  a 

^^^tniction  by  which  the  interest  of  a  child  of  full  age, 

^^    settled  in  life,  would  be  divested,  if  it  happened  to 

^^  before  the  youngest  child  attained  twenty-one." 

AVe  contend  that  Henry  Jones,  on  the  death  of  his 
^^other,  took  one-sixth  part  of  the  fund  absolutely.     In 
^^e  first  place,  the  direction  is  to  pay  to  "  all  the  chil- 
dren at  the  death  of  the  daughter,  provided  all  had  at- 
tained twenty-one.'*     Those  words  do  not  make  the  gift 

depend 
(a)  4  Rust.  p.  401. 
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1865.  depend  upon  all  attaining  twenty-one,  but  the  direc- 
v^i%«^^  tion  in  effect  is  this : — first,  "  you  are  to  pay  all  who 
Brocklebank  have  attained  twenty-one;"  but,  secondly,  "if  all  such 
Johnson,  children  shall  not  have  attained  twenty-one,  you  are 
to  place  out  their  money  at  interest,  and  support  the 
infants;"  this  and  all  that  follows  is  applicable  to 
those  children  only  who  might  be  infants  at  the  death 
of  the  daughter,  and  to  them  only.  The  whole  is 
plain  and  intelligible,  if  you  read  it  thus  : — "but  if  any 
of  such  children  shall  not  have  attained  twenty-one,'' 
then  invest  their  shares.  The  word  "  money  **  thus 
directed  to  be  invested  does  not  mean  the  whole  of  the 
money  produced  by  the  sale,  but  the  money  which,  but 
for  their  infancy,  would  be  payable  to  the  infants,  and 
which  could  not  be  parted  with  under  the  anterior  direc- 
tion ;  and  the  words  "  to  be  paid  and  applied  for  and 
towards  the  maintenance,"  &c.  "  of  all  and  every  such 
child,"  &c.,  mean,  not  the  adult  children,  but  the  class 
of  minors  only,  who  are  respectively  to  be  maintained.  Sec 
till  the  youngest  attains  twenty-one ;  and  so  soon  as  that 
event  happens,  the  ultimate  distribution  is  to  take  place. 
By  this  construction,  effect  is  given  to  the  whole  of  the  will, 
,  no  violence  is  done  to  any  part,  and  the  class  comprised 
in  the  words  "  if  all  such  children  shall  not  have  attained 
twenty-one,"  &c.,  would  be  a  subordinate  class.  The 
Plaintiffs  might,  if  necessary,  contend,  that  any  one  who 
attained  twenty-one  became  entitled  to  take ;  but  that 
is  not  necessary,  and  the  limited  proposition  contended 
for  is  this : — that  the  children  who  survived  the  daughter 
and  attained  twenty-one  became  entitled  to  an  absolute 
vested  interest.  If  this  were  not  so,  it  would  have  been 
sufficient,  according  to  the  construction  contended  for  by 
the  Defendants,  to  have  simply  directed  a  division  to  be 
made  when  the  youngest  should  have  attained  twenty- 
one  ;  but  the  testator  has  directed  it  at  the  daughter's 

death. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  209 

death.     They  cited  Howgrave  y.  Car  tier  {a)  \  Bouverie        igcc 
^.  Bcuverie  (ft) ;    Leeming  v.  Sherratt  (c) ;    Saunders  v.       v^v^^ 
frontier (d);  Chaffers  y.  Abell{e).  Brocklebank 


Mr.  JR.  Palmer,  and  Mr.  J.  V.  Prior,  contrcL.     It  is 
>  oapossible  to  overcome  the  express  directions  of  the  will, 
^liat  the  division  is  only  to  be  made  on  the  daughter's 
death,  '^ provided  all  such  children  might  have  attained 
^^%^enty-one;"  and  if  not,  then  the  division  is  to  be  made, 
^^  when  and  so  soon  as"  the  youngest  should  have  at- 
"fc^ined  twenty-one,  amongst  all  such  children  "as  should 
then  living**     This  very  principle  is  laid  down  in  the 
^a^e  referred  to  by  the  Solicitor-General,  as  containing 
1^  canon  of  construction  favourable  to  his  view  of  the 
question.    The  Court  is  asked  to  disregard  the  testator's 
express  words,  on  the  ground  of  an  intention  resting  on 
presumption  only,  but  there  are  no  words  expressive  of 
aany  such  intention,  and  the  directions  to  the  contrary  are 
czlear  and  unambiguous.     It  is  even  conceded,  that  if 
khere  be  a  statement  in  a  will  which  is  ambiguously  ex- 
pressed, the  Court  will  lean  to  that  construction  which 
-^nVX  give  a  vested  interest,  at  the  time  when  the  children 
^re  most  in  need  of  it.     But  here  there  is  no  ambiguity, 
^Dne  of  these  children  might  have  attained  twenty-one 
«md  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  daughter,  and  yet  he 
-would  not  take,  even  if  he  had  left  issue. 

What  then  is  the  construction  of  the  words  "  pro- 
vided all  such  children  may  then  have  attained  twenty- 
one,*'  &c.  ?  It  is  said  that  they  mean  "  if  all  have  at- 
tained twenty-one,  they  are  to  be  paid  their  shares,  but 
if  not,  then  such  only  as  have  attained  that  age  are  to 
be  paid."     Undoubtedly  the  literal  construction  makes 

the 

{a)AVa.ifB,19.  (d)    Craig  ^   PhilL   240;    4 

(6)  2  PAi//.  349.  Beav.  U6. 

(f)  2  Hare,  14.  (e)  3  Jur.  577. 
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1855,  the  payment  contingent  on  the  event  of  all  having  at- 
tained twenty-one,  and  the  subsequent  passages  place  it 
beyond  doubt.  But  assuming  that  the  gift  is  not  con- 
JoBNioN.  tingent,  why  does  the  testator  direct  the  trustees  to  con- 
vert and  place  out  the  whole  of  the  money  at  interest, 
and  maintain  "all"  the  children  ?  There  is  the  first  diflB- 
culty  to  be  met  by  the  other  side.  They  say  that  this 
does  not  mean  all  the  money,  but  only  that  part  of  it 
which  belonged  to  the  infant  children ;  but  "  the  money 
to  arise  by  such  sale"  must  mean  all  the  fund ;  and  it 
is  to  be  applied  to  the  maintenance,  &c.  of  all  and  every 
such  child,  &c.  till  the  youngest  attains  twenty-one. 
The  gifls  for  maintenance,  &c.  continue  to  have  effect 
after  the  children  attain  twenty-one,  and  if  the  construc- 
tion be  as  contended  for  by  the  other  side,  that  the 
division  was  to  take  place  toties  quoties,  as  each  attains 
twenty-one,  there  would  be  nothing  to  divide  on  the 
youngest  attaining  twenty-one,  as  he  would  be  then  en- 
titled to  the  whole  remaining  fund,  but  a  division  is  un- 
doubtedly then  contemplated.  The  construction  con- 
tended for  by  the  Plaintiffs  requires  words  to  be  supplied, 
but  there  is  a  numerous  class  of  cases  cited  in  1  Jarman 
on  Wills  (a),  showing  that  the  Court  does  not  introduce 
words  to  help  out  the  meaning.  There  are,  in  fact,  two 
contingencies ;  first,  if  all  the  children  at  the  daughter's 
decease  had  attained  twenty-one ;  and  secondly,  if  at  her 
decease,  all  had  not  attained  twenty-one,  and  the  testator 
intended  the  objects  of  the  gift  to  be  different  in  the 
different  events.  The  Marquis  of  Bute  v.  Harman{b) ; 
Boreham  v.  Bignall  (c) ;  Newman  v.  Newman  (d)  ;  In 
re  Smith's  Will  {e),  were  cited. 


The  Solicitor ~  General,  in  reply. 


(fl)  Page  771.  (c)  8  flare,  131. 

(6)  9  Beav.  320,  corrected  in         {d)   10  Sim.  51. 
16  Beav,  166.  (e)  Ante,  p.  197. 


The 
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7%e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  sliaU  take  some  time  to  consider  this  case. 


1855. 

Brocklebamk 
Johnson. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  shares  given  to  the 
children  of  the  testator's  daughter  vested  in  all  those 
who  survived  their  mother,  or  whether  the  estate  is  divi- 
^ble  amongst  such  of  them  only  as  were  alive  when 
the  youngest  attained  twenty-one,  either  by  reason  of 
4«  interests  not  having  vested  till  that  time,  or  by 
their  having  become  divested  by  their  death  before  the 
youngest  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one. 

The  first  part  of  the  clause  gives  a  clear  vested  in- 
t^fest  to  the  children  who  survived  their  mother.  I 
think  that  the  next  words, ''  provided  all  such  children 
^y  then  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years," 
^  not  delay  the  vesting,  but  that  they  are  merely  ex- 
P^Bsmve  of  the  testator's  desire  that  the  legacies  should 
i^ot  be  paid  till  the  youngest  child  should  attain  twenty- 
^  but  that  the  shares  of  the  children  were  to  be  ascer- 
Uned  at  the  death  of  the  mother. 

Such  being  my  opinion  upon  the  construction  of 
these  words,  I  must  hold  that  the  legacies  remain 
nested,  unless  I  find  words  in  the  other  parts  of  the  will 
to  destroy  the  vesting  in  the  first  part  of  the  clause. 
The  passage  which  immediately  follows  is  confirmatory 
of  this  construction,  for  it  directs  the  interest,  dividends 
and  annual  proceeds  to  be  paid  and  applied  for  and 
towards  the  maintenance,  support  and  education  of  all 
and  every  such  child  and  children,  until  the  youngest  of 
them  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.   Assum- 

p2  ing 
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1855.  ing  two  or  three  of  them  had  not  attained  twenty-one 
at  their  mother's  death,  the  whole  income  would  then 
have  been  applicable  to  the  maintenance,  education  and 
Johnson,  support  of  all  the  children,  including  those  who  might 
have  attained  their  majority,  until  the  youngest  of  them 
attained  twenty-one  ;  for  I  apprehend  that,  under  these 
words,  an  adult  child  who  survived  his  mother  would,  in 
my  view  of  the  case,  be  entitled  to  receive  an  aliquot 
share  of  the  income  (a),  as  undoubtedly  he  would,  if  he 
were  an  infant  at  the  death  of  the  testator's  daughter, 
and  attained  twenty-one  before  the  youngest  died. 

The  subsequent  passages,  I  admit,  appear  inconsistent 
with  the  view  I  have  already  expressed.  The  will  pro- 
ceeds thus  : — '^  And  when  and  so  soon  as  the  youngest 
of  such  child  or  children  shall  have  attained  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,"  then  upon  trust  to  pay  and  divide 
the  money  **  amongst  all  and  every  such  child  or  children 
as  shall  be  then  living,  and  the  issue  of  such  of  them  as 
shall  be  then  dead,"  the  issue  to  take  their  parent's  share. 
It  cannot  be  denied,  that  these  words  are  difficult  to  be 
construed,  consistently  with  the  previous  clause ;  but  I 
am  unable  to  give  a  consistent  view  to  the  whole  will,  if 
I  reject  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  the  first  part  of 
it  If  the  latter  part  of  the  clause  were  to  prevail,  the 
result  would  be,  that  if  a  child  died,  leaving  children, 
before  the  testator's  daughter,  and,  at  her  death,  all  the 
other  children  had  attained  twenty-one,  the  grand- 
children would  be  excluded ;  but  if  one  only  of  the 
children  was  an  infant,  then  the  grandchildren  might 
take ;  this  is,  in  my  opinion,  an  inconsistent  intention 
to  attribute  to  the  testator. 

It  is  urged,  that  if  two  passages  in  a  will  are  incon- 
sistent, the  latter  is  to  prevail.    This,  no  doubt,  is  true 

where 

(«)  Bmdktm  T.  Mit,  1  K.  4  If.  eSl. 
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v/here  two  passages  are  directly  opposed  to  each  other  (a) ; 

bat  where  this  is  not  so,  and  there  is  a  mere  inconsistency, 

it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  endeavour  to  discover,      ^^  ^ 

from  the  whole  will,  the  real  meaning  of  the  testator,      JoHMioii. 

and,  if  possible,  to  reconcile  all  its  parts. 

What  the  testator,  in  my  opinion,  meant,  was  this  : — 
that  all  the  shares  should  vest  upon  the  death  of  the 
daughter,  but  that  the  shares  should  not  be  actually 
(Kud  until  the  youngest  attained  twenty-one,  and  that 
those  children  who  had  attained  twenty-one  should  be 
allowed  to  enjoy  the  interest  upon  their  shares;  although 
&e  words  of  the  will  are,  that  it  is  to  be  applied  to 
their  maintenance,  education  and  support,  and  that  if 
^ey  died  leaving  issue,  their  shares  should  go  to  their 
^presentatives.  The  passage  which  alludes  to  accumu- 
lation of  the  shares,  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  prevent 
^y  coming  to  this  conclusion.  The  reported  cases' 
afford  no  assistance.  The  will  is  very  obscurely  worded, 
^  I  have  had  very  considerable  difficulty  in  coming  to 
^  conclusion.  The  first  part  of  the  will  is  not  recon- 
cilable with  the  latter  part ;  but  I  have  given  the  balance 
of  my  opinion  in  favour  of  the  earlier  passage,  which  is 
^ore  distinct  and  clear  as  to  its  meaning,  and  also  be- 
<^Q8e,  in  cases  of  doubt,  the  Court  leans  to  that  con- 
struction which  leads  to  an  early  vesting.  I  must  there- 
fore hold  that  Henry  took  a  vested  interest 

(>)  <*  C^m  duo  inter  te  pug-      112  b ;  and  see  Skerratt  v.  Bent- 
"^tB  reperiuntur  in  tatamenio,      ley,  2  Myl.  if  K,  149. 
*«*««  ratm  ett"     Co.  LUt. 
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In  re  BLAKEMORE'S  Settlement. 
March  26,  27. 
Limitations  of  X^Y  a  settlement,  made  in  June,  1829,  certain  lands 

te^J^i^"  ^^^^  ^'""'^^^  ^^  Tf^o^^  Blakemore  the  elder,  for 

trust  to  raise  life,  with  remainder  to  three  trustees,  for  a  term  of  1,000 
£e  children  of  years,  upon  trust,  after  the  decease  of  Thomas  Blake- 

A.  sunriving     ^q^^  ^he  elder,  and  of  his  son  John  Blakemore,  to  raise 

J.  and  B.,  '      . 

'<  to  vest  in       1,500/.  as  a  portion  or  portions  for,  and  for  the  sole 

^d  ^  d)fe"^  '^^'^^*'*  *"^  advantage  of,  the  child  or  children  of  the 
to"  them  at  said  John  Blakemore,  lawfully  begotten,  and  surviving 
twent5^four  ^™  ^^^  ^^^  ®^^^  Thomas  Blakemore  the  elder;  such 
years,  with  gum  of  1,600/.  to  vest  in  and  to  be  paid  to,  between  and 
&c.  in  mean-     among  such   child  or  children   in   manner  following; 

while,  out  of     (that  is  to  say)  if  there  shall  be  but  one  such  child,  the 

the  expectant  . 

or  presump-      whole  of  the  said  sum  of  1,500/.  to  vest  in  and  be  paid 

and  a  Stover  ^^^  payable  to  such  only  child  at  his  or  her  aye  of 

on  the  death     twenty-four  years,  if  the  same  age  or  time  shall    be 

their  shares      attained  or  happen  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  or 

should  become  longer  liver  of  the  said  Thomas  Blakemore  the  elder, 
vested.     Held  . 

void  for  re-       and  John  Blakemore  ;  but  if  the  same  shall  be  attained 

or  happen  in  the  lifetime  of  such  survivor,  then  imme- 
diately upon  or  after  his  decease;  and  if  there  shall  be 
two  or  more  such  children,  then  the  said  sum  of  1,500/. 
to  vest  in,  and  be  paid  and  payable  to,  between  or 
among  such  two  or  more  children  in  equal  shares  and 
proportions,  the  share  or  shares  of  such  of  them  as 
shall  be  a  son  or  sons  to  vest  in,  and  to  be  paid  and 
payable  to  him  or  them  respectively,  at  his  or  their 
age  or  respective  ages  of  twenty-four  years ;  and  the 
share  or  shares  of  such  of  them  as  shall  be  a  daughter 
or  daughters  to  vest  in  and  be  paid  and  payable  to  her 
or  them  respectively  at  her  or  their  like  age  or  respective 


moteness. 
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ages  of  twenty-four  years,  if  the  same  ages  or  times  re-       1865. 
spectively  shall  be  attained  or  happen  after  the  decease      ^'■^n*^^ 
of  t.he    survivor  or  longest  liver  of  the  said  Thomas  Blakemorb'i 
BlcLjkcmore  the  elder,  and  John  Blakemore;  but  if  the     Settlement 
same  shall  be  attained  or  happen  in  the  lifetime  of  such 
survivor,  then  immediately  upon  or  after  his  decease." 
It  t.lieii  provided,  that  if  "  any  one  or  more  of  them 
(the  cliildren)  shall  die  before  he,  she  or  they  shall  ac- 
quire  d  vested  interest  or  interests"  in  the  fund  "under 
^^  t>3r    virtue  of  the  trusts,  powers  and  provisions  therein- 
beforci  contained,"  then  the  original  share  intended  to 
^®     tl^ereby   provided,  and  the  surviving  or  accruing 
shar^^   «<  gljall  vest  in,  accrue  and  belong  to  the  survivor 
^^    sxi^Tvivors,  or  other  or  others  of  such  children," 
^^^1  ly,  in  the  same  way  as  their  original  shares.    The 
inisfL^^  were  empowered,  after  the  decease  of  John 
^^^^-^more  and  Thomas  Blakemore  the  elder,  to  apply 
^   i  «^terest  "  of  the  expectant  or  presumptive  share  of 
^**3^  such  child,"  as  aforesaid,  of  the  said  John  JBlake- 
^*^^  who  shall  then  be  under  the  age  of  twenly-four 
^  ^^^^^, "  for  or  towards  his  or  her  maintenance,"  &c.  "  until 
i^      respectively  attain  twenty-four.      If  the  1,600/. 
^-^  Id  be  raised,  and  all  and  every  the  children  or  child 
^~"^  e  said  John  Blakemore,  for  whose  benefit  the  same 
,     ^        provided,  shall  depart  this  life  before  his  or  her 
^^^^s  or  share  shall  become  vested,  under  the  trusts 
,     ^^       directions  hereinbefore  for  that  purpose  contained," 
^         trustees  were  to  hold  it  in  trust  for  Thomas  Blake- 
^  ^-^^  the  younger.    The  estate  was  limited  in  remainder 
■*^^e  to  John  Blakemore  the  younger. 

jj^    -^^"homas  Blakemore  the   elder  died   in  1833,  John 
^'^=^kemore  died  in  1844,  leaving  an  infant  daughter, 
,^^^^^  Thomas  Blakemore  the  younger  died  in  1862,  and 
^   widow  was  his  executrix. 

A  question 
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A  question  being  raised  as  to  the  validity  of  the  trust 
in  favour  of  the  children  of  John  Blakemore,  on  their 
Blaximorb'i  attaining  twenty-four,  the  1,500/.  was  paid  into  Court; 
Settlement     ^nd  Mrs.  Blakemore,  the  executrix  of  I'homas  Blake- 
more the  younger,  presented  a  petition  for  payment  of 
the  money  to  her. 

Mr.  FolleU,  for  the  Petitioner,  contended  that  the  limi- 
tation to  a  class  which  did  not  vest  until  they  attained 
twenty-four,  was  void  for  remoteness. 

Mr.  Chreene,  for  the  infant  child  of  Jokn  Blakemore, 
The  first  branch  of  the  clause  is  clearly  valid.  The 
trustees  are  to  raise  the  fund  as  a  portion  of  the  children 
of  Jokn,  surviving  him,  and  his  father.  What  follows 
relates  to  the  payment.  The  word  vest  is  used,  not 
in  its  ordinary  sense,  but  in  the  sense  of,  "  not  subject 
to  be  divested  or  indefeasible,"  as  in  Tat/lor  v.  Fro- 
bisher(a).  The  vesting  is  made  clear  by  the  gift  of  the 
whole  intermediate  income  for  maintenance.  Davies  ▼. 
Fisker{b). 

Mr.  Rudall,  for  the  purchaser  of  the  estate. 

Mr.  Horsey,  for  the  trustees.  The  following  cases 
were  also  cited :  Fonereau  v.  Fonereau  (c) ;  Hoath  v. 
Hoath  {d) ;  Marquis  of  Bute  v.  Herman  (e) ;  Bull  v. 
PritcAard(f);    Newman   v.  Newman  {g);   Bland  v. 


Williams  {k). 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


The 


(a)  bDtGtxi^  Sm,  191.  (e)  9  Beat.  320,  corrected  16 

(6)  5  Brav.  201.  Beat,  166. 

(c)  3  Atk,  645.  (/)  1  Rust.  213  ;  5  Hare,  567. 

{d)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  4.  (g)  10  Sim,  51. 

(A)  3  MyL^  /C.411. 
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1866. 
The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls.  v^n^*^ 

In  re 
The  question  on  this  settleipent  is,  whether  a  sum  of  Blakbmorb'i 

1,6001,  which   is   directed  to  be  raised  for   portions,         

by  the  terms  of  the  settlement,  became  vested  in  the     Ma'vA  27. 

children  of  John  Blakemore,  on  the  death  of  the  tenant 

for  life,  or  whether  the  vesting  is  postponed  until  they 

attain  twenty-four.     It  is  obvious,  that  if  the  gift  did 

not  vest  on  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  it  is  too 

remote,  and  that  effect  cannot,  therefore,  be  given  to 

it. 

The  Court,  no  doubt,  strives  to  support  the  limita- 
tions contained  in  an  instrument,  and  to  make  it  effec- 
toalif  it  can,  and  it  also  leans  to  that  construction  by 
^hich  the  earliest  period  of  vesting  may  be  attained ; 
but  then,  the  Court  must  construe  the  words  as  it 
finds  them,  and  cannot  vary  them,  in  order  to  do  that 
which  it  considers  more  convenient.  After  some  reluc- 
^nce,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  portions 
did  not  vest  in  the  children  till  they  attained  twenty- 
fenr,  and  that  they  are  therefore  too  remote,  and 
cannot  take  effect.  The  words  are,  "  levy  and  raise 
the  sum  of  1,600/.  of  lawful  British  money  as  a  portion 
^  portions  for,  and  for  the  sole  benefit  and  advantage 
^  the  child  or  children  of  the  said  John  Blakemore, 
lawfally  begotten,  and  surviving  him,  and  the  said 
Woaia*  Blakemore  the  elder."  Now  I  concur  in  the 
^^ment  addressed  to  me  by  Mr.  Greene,  that  if  the 
clause  in  the  settlement  had  stopped  there,  there  would 
he  no  doubt  that  the  portions  were  given  to  the  chil- 
dren, as  a  class,  who  survived  Thomas  and  John  Blahe^ 
^Cfe, 

The  portions  being  thus  far  vested,  I  should  require 
words  to  recall   the  vesting.     But  the  instru- 
ment 
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1865.        ment  goes  on  to  say,  that  the  1,500/.  is  to  vest  in,  and 

^■^^^^^^^      to  be  paid  to  them,  "  at  his  or  her  age  of  twenty-four 

Blakbmorb'i  y^^rs/'  &c.     Now  the  words   "  vest  in"  have  a  distinct 

Settlement,     and  definite  meaning,  and  this  passage,  therefore,  clearly 

imports  that  the  portions  are  not  to  vest  earlier  than  at 

the  age  of  twenty-four.     I  am  far  from  saying  that 

these  words  cannot  be  controlled;    for  no  doubt  they 

may  be  controlled  by  subsequent  expressions,  and  I  then 

have  to  look  whether  there  are  any  such  subsequent 

expressions. 

#  The  gift  over  is,  if  all  the  children  shall  die  before 

their  shares  shall  become  vested,  under  the  trusts 
thereinbefore  contained.  It  was  stated  before,  when 
they  were  to  become  vested,  and  I  therefore  assume 
that  the  gift  over  is  to  take  effect  if  they  should  all 
die  before  attaining  twenty-four  years.  The  provision 
for  maintenance  is  to  apply  the  income,  not  of  the  share 
of  each  child,  but  "  of  the  expectant  or  presumptive 
share,"  and  therefore  treating  the  shares  as  not  being 
then  vested.  It  is  also  to  be  observed,  that  this  is  a  case 
of  a  deed,  and  not  of  a  will;  and  though  I  should  not 
deal  with  this  distinction  very  strictly,  yet  there  is  not 
so  much  latitude  of  construction  in  deeds  as  in  wills ; 
for  although,  in  both  cases,  you  must  try  to  ascertain 
the  meaning  of  the  parties,  yet  you  are  more  tied  down 
to  the  actual  words  used  in  the  case  of  a  deed  than  of  a 
will.  The  expressions  throughout  the  deed  do  not  in 
any  respect  tend  to  modify  the  effect  of  the  previous 
words  ''  vest  in."  I  am  unable  to  bring  this  case  within 
{he  principle  of  the  cases  of  Bland  v.  Williams  and 
Taylor  v.  Frobisher^  where  the  gift  over  was  upon  death 
under  a  certain  age,  without  leaving  issue  ;  and  I  have 
come  to  the  conclusion,  that  these  portions  were  not 
to  vest  until  the  children  attained  twenty-four,  and  the 
necessary  consequence  is,  that  they  are  too  remote. 
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Dec.  13, 14, 
15  21   22 

GRAYt;.HAIG(a).  isss.  ' 

HAIG  V.  GRAY.  Jan.  lo,  15. 

May  22. 
rpHIS  case  occupied  seven  days  in  argument;   many  When  an  ac- 
^     of  the  points  were  of  interest  to  the  parties  alone,  f^^"^^ 

and  not  to  the  profession,  these  therefore  are  omitted,      accoanti  be- 
fore the 
matten  have 

Mr.  Lee  and   Mr.  J.  V.  Prior,  appeared   for  Mr.  been  finally 
^  ^  '^  adjusted,  and 

^«y-  iUll  more 

pending  a  liti- 
Tur      T>  gation,  the 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Haig,  for  Messrs.  Haig.         Court  win 

rrrr      presume 

W  S.C.  13  &«.  65.  ^'S'Jnfc? 

vourable  to 
him,  consistent  with  the  established  facts. 

The  Court  will  not  act  on  the  testimony  of  a  single  witness  against  the  express 
ttoial  on  oath  of  the  Defendant ;  but  where  the  written  evidence  has  been  destroyed 
^tbe  Defendant  pendente  lite^  the  Court  will  assume,  that,  if  forthcoming,  it  would 
^^  proved  the  statement  of  the  single  witness. 

^  SD  sgent,  by  his  own  conduct,  makes  it  impossible  to  ascertain  the  amount  of 
I*^reslized,  he  will  be  disallowed  the  commission,  which,  otherwise  and  according 
^n?  ^^^<^  ^^  would  be  entitled  to  claim. 

7^  Plaintifis  appointed  the  Defendant  their  agent  for  the  sale  of  spirits  at  a  com- 
J^*^  The  Defendant  had  made  profits  by  the  sale  of  the  Plaintifis*  goods,  for  which 
^  had  not  given  credit ;  he  had  also  made  profits  by  selling  his  own  spirits  mixed 
*^thoie  of  his  principals,  and  he  had  destroyed  books  of  account  pending  the  litiga- 
°^^  The  Court  disallowed  him,  in  taking  the  accounts,  7,000/.,  the  amount  of  com- 
P^^,  which,  by  the  contract,  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  if  his  conduct  had 
*•*>  proper. 

^  charge,  made  by  an  agent  for  the  sale  of  goods  against  his  principal,  for  an  allow- 
f^io  respect  of  warehousemen's  salaries,  diudlowed,  no  such  claim  having  been  made 
'"J^  accounts  for  fourteen  years. 

^^is  Court  will  not  send  a  question  to  be  tried  by  a  jury,  unless  it  entertains  serious 
*^  on  the  matter. 

'^  Court  will  not  send  to  be  tried  by  a  jury  a  question  which  is  supported  by  com* 
^^t  eridence,  and  which,  if  untrue,  could  have  been  disproved  by  evidence  in  the 
^^|*c«iion  of  one  party,  who  has  taken  means  to  prevent  its  being  made  available  for 
^^termination  of  the  question  by  the  Court. 

The  Court  deals  severely  with  any  irregularities  on  the  part  of  an  agent,  and  requires 
T^  lo  act  strictly,  in  all  matters  relating  to  such  agency,  for  the  benefit  of  his  prin- 

^t  it  imperatire  upon  an  agent  to  preserve  correct  accounts  of  all  his  dealings  and 
^■actions;  and  the  loss,  and,  still  more,  the  destruction  of  such  evidence  by  the 
^t,  falls  most  heavily  upon  himself. 


I 
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1864.  The  following  authorities  were  cited :  Shaw  v.  Pic- 

ton  (a) ;  White  v.  Lady  Lincoln  (6) ;  Lupton  v.  White  (c) ; 
Clarke  v.  Tipping  (d) ;  Ex  parte  Laey  (e) ;  Ex  parte 
JBennett(f) ;  BensonY.Heathom{g) ;  Leesv. Laforest{h); 
Beaumont  v.  Boultbee  (t). 

As  to  making  a  decree  upon  the  evidence  of  a  single 
witness  against  the  answer.  The  Ikist  India  Company 
V.  Donald  (Tk)  was  cited. 

As  to  the  right  to  try  the  question  at  law,  Elderton 
V.  Lack  (I)  was  referred  to. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


1866. 
M<^  22.  The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

The  questions  on  which  I  reseiTcd  my  judgment  arise 
on  exceptions  to  the  report  of  the  Master.  They  are 
very  numerous,  and  depend  principally  upon  documen- 
tary and  oral  testimony  of  great  bulk  and  complexity, 
and  I  have  found  it  necessary  to  read  through  a  great 
mass  of  papers,  for  the  purpose  of  testing  the  accuracy 
of  the  impressions  I  received,  and  the  conclusions  I  was 
disposed  to  arrive  at  from  the  comments  and  arguments 
of  Counsel. 

The  matters  contested,  which  are  numerous,  arise  on 
taking  the  accounts  between  both  parties,  during  a  long 
course  of  dealing,  which  arose  thus : — 

Messrs. 

(a)  4  Bam.  ^  Cr.  715.  (^)  1  7.  *  C.  (C.  C.)  326. 

(6)  8  Vet  363.  {%)  14  Beav.  250. 

(r)  15  Tes.  432.  (t)  11  Vet.  358. 

(d)  9  Bcav.  284.  (k)  9  Ves.  275. 

(0  6  Ves.  625.  (/)  2  PkilL  680. 
(/)  10  Ves.  381. 


Gray 

V. 
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IVfessre.  Haig  and  Son  are  distillers^  carrying  on  busi-        1855. 

at  Lochrin,  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Edinburgh. 

^Mr-  Gray  carries  on  business  at  Newcastle-upon-Tyne, 

^«    a  eomroission  and  general  merchant.     In  the  early        Haio. 

T^^^rt  of  1834,  an  arrangement  was  entered  into  between        ^^*® 

^ti^nn,  by  which  Mr.  Gray  was  intrusted  and  undertook        Gray, 

^c>     sell  spirits  on  behalf  of  Messrs.  Haig  &  Son,   re- 

^^^■"v-ing  a  commission  for  so  doing  of  2rf.  per  gallon. 

Thia    continued  till  July,  1842,   when  James  Haig  k 

^c^i:^^   finding  the  amount  of  bad  debts  larger  than  they 

'^^^d     anticipated,  made  a  fresh  arrangement,  by  which 

tfi^     commission  was  converted  into  a  del  credere  com- 

nii^^ion,  and  Mr.  Gray  was,  in  consideration  of  this 

^***<^^imstance,  which  would  throw  the  loss  arising  from 

^^^    fcad  debts  on  him,  to  receive  an  increased  commis- 

®*^^^=i.   of  3d.  per  gallon.    In  October,  1847,  according  to  an 

^^^^^^>unt  taken  between  a  person  of  the  name  of  Fell,  who 

'^^^    sent  for  that  purpose  from  Scotland  by  James  Haig 

^     ^i  «n,  Mr.  Gray  admitted  a  balance  of  b,lZlL  \Zs.  2d. 

^^    l^^due  from  him  to  Haig  &  Son,  and  deposited  certain 

^^^'^s  relating  to  real  estate,  as  a  security  for  that  amount. 

*^  ^t^eearly  part  of  1848,  the  agency  ceased,  and  all  busi- 

^^^^  transactions  were  put  an  end  to  between  them. 

*^      '^he  course  of  that  year,  and  the  beginning  of  1849, 

»^^^J0/.  was  paid  by  Gray  on  behalf  of  the  balance  of 

'"^^  ^7/.  13«.  2d.     In  March,   1849,  Gray  disputed  the 

,      ^^^  uracy  of  that  balance,  and  alleged  that  there  was  a 

^^"  *ance    due    to  him  from  Haig  &  Son.      In  June, 

^jJ^^'^Q,  Chray  filed  his  bill  in  this  Court  against  Haig  k 

^^^,  praying  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  all  the 

^^^^nsactions  in  which  he  had  acted  as  agent  for  them, 

^^  d  asking  for  an   injunction  to  restrain  Haig  k  Son 

^*^:^m  suing  him  at  law,  on  the  security  given  for  pay- 

^^«nt  of  the  balance  before  mentioned.      In  March, 

*-  ^50,  Haig  k  Son    filed  a  cross-bill    against  Gray, 

V^  raying  for  an  account  of  the  transactions  between 

them 
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1865.        them  from  1836,  and  for  special  directions  in  taking 
these  accounts. 


Both  causes  came  on  to  be  heard  before  me  in  June^ 
1852,  when  I  referred  it  to  the  Master  to  take  these 
accounts,  and  gave  some  special  directions  as  to  the 
manner  in  which  the  Master  was  to  act  in  certain  par- 
ticular cases,  and  I  also  gave  the  Master  a  special  direc- 
tion to  look  into  certain  books  of  Mr.  Gray^  and  if  he 
thought  it  proper,  to  allow  an  inspection  of  them  to 
Haig  &  Son. 

Sir  George  Rose,  the  Master  to  whom  this  cause  was 
referred,  was  actively  engaged  for  a  long  period  of  time 
in  prosecuting  this  inquiry.  He  examined  the  books  pro- 
duced and  heard  evidence  viva  voce  on  both  sides,  and 
made  his  report  on  the  26th  of  May,  1854.  He  took  the 
accounts  from  the  commencement  of  the  agency,  deal- 
ing with  the  various  questions  which  arose  in  the  course 
of  the  fourteen  years  that  this  agency  lasted ;  and  in 
conclusion,  he  found,  on  the  balance  of  these  accounts, 
that  a  sum  of  11,666/.  128.  lid.  was  due  from  Mr.  Chray 
to  James  Haig  &  Son,  subject,  however,  to  reduction, 
if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Crray  is 
entitled  to  commission  on  certain  sales,  which  the 
Master  has  not  allowed  to  him,  but  which  question  he 
submits  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

\  To  this  report  Mr.  Chray  has  taken  sixty-five  excep- 
tions, and  James  Haig  &  Son  have  also,  on  their 
side,  taken  four  exceptions  to  this  report.  The  argu- 
ment on  these  exceptions  occupied  necessarily  a  very 
considerable  time,  and  I  have  also  been  compelled  to 
devote  considerable  additional  time  to  the  consideration 
and  investigation  of  the  matters  involved  in  them.  In 
fact,  there  arise  a  series  of  questions  quite  distinct  from 

each 
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ca^^Ti  other,  during  the  whole  course  of  this  agency,  in-        1866. 
?o3L  ^^^ing  points  of  law,  and  depending  upon  evidence  of 
di^  "p^^  facts.     I  shall  state  the  principles  on  which 
1   ISi^ave  proceeded,  and  the  results  at  which   I   have 
arrm  ?ed  on  these  questions,  as  concisely  as  I  am  able. 

*Xlie  first  matter  I  think  proper  to  mention  is,  the 
fa^^'t:  that  the  Court  has  not  now  before  it  all  the  evi- 
cts s:&ce  which  was  once  in  existence,  to  assist  it  in  the 
solution  of  these  questions,  and  that  this  defect  of  evi- 
dei^ee,  and  the  obscurity  arising  from  it,  springs  from 
^^  a.ct  of  Mr.  Crray,  who  has  parted  with  or  destroyed 
^^.x^y  of  the  books  relating  to  these  transactions.    Two 
*^^^»   of  books  were,  it  appears,  kept  by  Mr.  Gray,  one 
^  Set,  kept  by  his  clerks,  and  which  contained  accounts 
^^    t\Me  actual  dealings  with  the  goods  of  Haiff  &  Son, 
***<i  "^ith  his  own  goods,  and  of  the  money  and  bills 
*^^^»^lly  received  by  him;    and  also  a  second  set  of 
booing  which  contain  the  accounts  from  which  the  ac- 
^^^^^K^t  sales  and  accounts  current,  and  other  accounts 
"^■^^^ished  to  James  Haig  &  Son,  were  prepared.    This 
•"S't    set  of  books  is  not  forthcoming.     The  account  he 
^'^^^of  their  destruction  is  in  folio  12  and -13  of  his 
**^^er  answer  to  the  original  bill,  in  folio  66  of  his 
^^^'^ver  to  amended  bill,  and  in  his  cross-examination 
^*^=^re  the  Master.     In  his  answer  he  states,  generally, 
^^^"fc  this  destruction  took  place  when  he  left  Pilgrim 
^^'^et,  and  that  it  was  in  or  about  the  year  1847,  that 
.    ^^     books  were  sold  for  waste  paper  to  Mr.  Robinson, 
--Newcastle,  who  informs  him  that  they  have  all  been 
.     ^"^nroyed.     In  his  cross-examination  he  states,  that  he 
^^t  Pilgrim  Street  in   1848,   the  destruction  by  sale 
^^^^st  therefore  have  taken  place  in  that  year;  and  in 
^^^^   cross-examination  he  also  admits,  that  one  of  the 
^^^^^)ks,  which  is  not  now  forthcoming,  and  which  is  very 
^^"^terial  for  several  of  the  questions  in  the  cause,  viz. 

'*Tbe 
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1865. 


"  The  Spirit  Customers'  Ledger,"  marked  B,  was  in 
his  possession  in  the  latter  end  of  1848  or  in  1849,  he 
forgets  whichy  he  thinks  it  was  in  1848.  In  the  books 
which  are  produced,  there  are  references  of  posting  to 
this  ledger,  made  under  deites  of  July  9LX\d  November, 
1849.  Ultimately  he  states,  that  at  the  end  of  1849, 
he  had  not  a  single  book  in  his  possession,  except  books 
relating  to  his  private  business,  and  in  answer  to  a 
question  from  the  Master  he  states,  that  the  books  were 
destroyed  at  the  latter  end  of  1849,  but  before  any  bill 
had  been  filed  against  him.  The  contest  now  to  be 
decided  between  these  parties  arose  in  March^  1849, 
when  Mr.  Gray  receded  from  the  admission,  made  by  him 
in  October,  1847.  of  a  balance  of  5,737Z.  being  due  from 
him,  and  claimed,  in  March,  1849,  a  balance  to  be  due 
to  him.  But  for  that  claim  and  his  resisting  payment 
of  the  balance  previously  admitted,  these  suits  would 
not  have  existed.  His  original  bill  was  filed  on  the  14th 
of  June,  1849,  and  it  appears  to  me  to  be  an  irresistible 
inference,  from  the  evidence  I  have  referred  to  and  the 
dates  I  have  stated,  that  these  books,  or  the  most  mate- 
rial ones,  were  disposed  of  post  litem  motam.  In  addi- 
tion to  this,  one  book  is  now  produced  in  a  mutilated 
form,  the  book  having  been  divided  through  the  middle 
transversely,  so  as  to  remove  from  examination  ail  the 
entries  contained  in  the  lower  half  of  each  page, — this 
is  the  "  Cask  Ledger  Book,"  "  The  Cellar  Book,"  "  The 
Day  Book,"  "The  Bills  Receivable  Book"  and  "The 
Order  Book"  were  all  disposed  of  and  destroyed,  and 
none  of  them  are  now  forthcoming. 


This  is  thus  stated  by  the  Master  in  his  report:—"  And 
I  find,  that  Gray,  since  this  litigation  commenced, 
destroyed  all  or  most  of  the  books  necessary  for  or  re- 
quisite in  a  due  investigation  of  the  matters  to  be 
enquired  into   under   the   decree,  and  particularly  his 

*  receipt 
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'  r^^ireipt  and  delivery  cellar  books/  which,  as  it  is  1866. 
all^^^ed,  contains  the  records  of  the  mixing  of  the  said 
spirits  and  disposal  thereof,  his  'spirit  order  books/ 
his  *  spirit  day  books/  and  his  '  spirit  customers 
led  ger  B/  and  in  fact  all,  or  most,  or  many  of  the  re- 
cc^rds  of  his  real  transactions  in  whiskey;  and  it  appears 
^y  ±1[\e  answer  of  Gray,  that  his  own  private  dealings 
wit-h  the  customers  of  the  said  firm  fully  appeared  by 
th^  entries,  made  by  his  clerks  in  the  various  books, dis- 
tin  g\Aished  by  the  name  and  other  words  and  dates  in 
tfci^  second  part  of  the  second  schedule  to  his  answer; 
^■^  cl  in  the  second  part  of  the  second  schedule,  he  inserted 
tbav^ee  ledgers  for  consecutive  years  from  1841  to  1848, 
fi"^^  books  called  *day  books'  or  'journals'  for  the 
s^-ixme  years,  three  '  bill  books '  for  consecutive  years, 
froMx  1838  to  1848,  all  which  books  he,  by  his 
ai^s^wrer,  objected  to  produce,  and  afterwards  closely 
s^^l«l  up  on  oath,  as  not  relating  to  the  matters  in 
<lne^tion  in  this  cause,  but  the  same  having  been  opened 
^y  »xiy  order,  were  found  not  to  be  the  *  ledgers '  con- 
^^"^ing  his  customers  accounts  at  all,  such  pretended 
^*^3f^  books'  or  'journals'  were  found  not  to  be  the 
^y  books  or  journals  at  all,  but  'fruit  stock  books' 
^^^  'carriers  receipt  books/  untruly  labelled  and  de- 
^^'^l^ed,  and  such  bill  books  were  found  to  be  only 
P^''"^^  of  bill  books,  containing  bills  payable  by  Gray, 
^  ^ther  and  larger  parts  containing  the  bills  receivable 
y^  Viim  having  been  cut  out,  severed  and  destroyed,  and 
^     Temainder  of  the  said  bills  and  books  re-bound. 

^  And  I  find,  that  by  reason  of  the  destruction  of  his 

^^i  genuine  books  as  aforesaid,  the  prices  obtained  by 

^^^"^ay  for  the  goods  of  his  said  principals,  and  the  profits 

^     tuade  by  such  mixings  as  aforesaid,  cannot  now  be 

^^^^rtained." 

In 
Vol.  XX.  Q 
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Gray 

V. 

Raio. 
Haig 

V. 

Gray. 


Id  a  case  before  me  this  year,  one  partner,  several 
years  before  the  institution  of  the  suit,  and  upwards  of 
twenty  years  after  the  closing  of  the  partnership  busi- 
ness, and  when  the  accounts  had  been  settled  between 
him  and  his  partners  by  arbitration,  and  never  after- 
wards opened  or  disputed,  had  destroyed  the  books 
which  contained  the  accounts  of  that  partnership,  I 
treated  lightly  the  circumstance  of  that  destruction,  and 
did  not  suffer  it  to  prejudice  his  case.  But  the  case  is 
very  different  when  the  transactions  to  which  they  relate 
are  recent,  where  the  accounts  arising  from  them  have 
not  been  finally  adjusted,  or  the  balance  ascertained  or 
paid,  and  still  more  when  that  destruction  takes  place 
by  the  person  who  has  actually  filed  a  bill  to  have  the 
accounts  taken  of  those  very  transactions  to  which  these 
books  relate.  In  such  a  case  some  very  cogent  reason 
must  be  given  to  satisfy  the  Court  that  the  destruction 
was  proper  or  justifiable,  and,  in  the  absence  of  any 
such .  satisfactory  reason,  which  is  the  fact  here,  I  am 
compelled  to  act  on  the  principle  laid  down  in  the  well- 
known  case  of  Armory  v.  Delamirie  (a),  and  presume, 
as  against  the  person  who  destroyed  the  evidence,  every 
thing  most  unfavorable  to  him,  which  is  consistent 
with  the  rest  of  the  facts,  which  are  either  admitted  or 
proved. 


I  shall  hereafter  state  my  decision  on  each  particular 
exception,  but  I  have  thought  it  proper  to  make  these 
preliminary  observations,  and  I  shall  now  proceed  to 
state  the  opinion  I  have  formed  on  some  general  points, 
each  of  which  covers  several  exceptions. 


The  exceptions,  generally,  may  be  divided  into  two 
classes,  which  are  subject  to  subdivision  afterwards. 
One  of  the  classes  relates  to  the  employment  and  generaL^ 

conduc^^ 

(a)  1  Strange,  505. 
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CO rm  duct  of  the  agency  business,  and  the  other  relates        1855. 
to    i  vsdividual  particular  transactions. 

X  n  the  former  class,  the  first  question  is,  on  what 

l^rcciB  was  the  agency  given  to  and  accepted  by  Mr. 

CS^^wr^Mij.     It  was  agreed  between  them  that  Mr.  Gray 

sbould  be  the  sole  agent  for  Haig  &  Son,  and  that  he 

s1:mo«jld  act  for  no  other  firm.   So  far  there  is  no  contest 

Jt£^^Mmg  k  Son  also  allege,  that  it  was  agreed  between 

'^b^n  that  he  should  not  sell  spirits  on  his  own  account. 

This  is  contested  by  Mr.  Gray.    The  Master  finds  that 

t.liere  was  an  understanding  between  them  to  this  effect, 

^o^    amounting  to   an  agreement,  and  it  was  justly 

^'"gued  before  me,  that  an  understanding  not  amounting 

to  an  agreement  is  merely  nothing.     An  understanding 

^^^y  exist  on  one  side  only,  or  on  both  sides.     If  it 

exists  on  one  side  only,  it  obviously  amounts  to  nothing, 

>i    it    be  a  mutual  understanding,  then  it  amounts  as 

clearly  to  an  agreement,  subject  to  any  question  rela- 

t've  to  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  which  does  not  arise  here. 

^^   there  was  a  mutual  understanding  on  both  sides  that 

^■■-    Crray  was  not  to  sell  spirits  on  his  own  account, 

^^t^  in  my  opinion,  amounts  to  an  agreement  between 

^^**^ ,  that  this  condition  was  to  form  one  of  the  terms 

^lich   the  agency  was  to  be  conducted.     It  is,  I 

*^V,  clearly  established    that   Messrs.  Haig  &  Son 

^'^^idered  and  believed  that  this  was  one  of  the  terms 

^^^Vie  agency  of  Mr.  Gray.    The  evidence  of  Fell  and 

^^/«  is  distinct  on  this  pointy  and  that  James  Haig 

^^«n  would  not  have  employed  Mr.  Chray  as  agent 

^lie  terms  of  his  being  at  liberty  to  sell  spirits  on  his 

^X  account.     I  am  also  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Gray^ 

^^n  he  accepted  and  carried  on   this   agency,  was 

.^^  ^  re  of  such  belief  and  understanding  on  the  part  of 

^^srs.  Haig  k  Son,  and   that  he   assented  to  take 

^    agency  on  such  terms.     I  formed  ray  opinion  from 

Q  2  these 
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1855«  these  circumstancesy  first,  that  Mr.  Cfrojf  was  not  tc 
act  for  any  other  principal  in  the  sale  of  spirits.  Now, 
as  he  was  not  himself  a  distiller,  if  he  might  sell  spirits 

Haio.  qq  hig  Qiyn  account,  the  prohibition  to  act  as  an  agent 
^'°        for  others  would  be  merely  nominal,  and  incapable  oi 

Quay.  being  enforced.  And  this  is  shown  by  the  manner  in 
which  Mr.  Gray  alleges  that  he  carried  on  business  foi 
Halt/  k  Son.  In  the  next  place,  I  am  unable,  on  any 
principle,  to  explain  why  Messrs.  Haig  k  Son  should 
pay  to  Mr.  Chraj/,  or  allow  to  him  in  his  accounts  with 
them,  the  expenses  of  taking  out  the  licence  to  sell 
spirits,  if  be  were  at  liberty  to  buy  spirits  from  other 
houses  and  sell  them  as  his  own.  In  the  third  place, 
I  find  that  Mr.  Gray  did  not  communicate  to  Messrs. 
Haiff  k  Son  the  fact  that  he  sold  spirits  in  his  own 
name,  but  that  in  his  accounts  it  appeared  as  if  he  sold 
the  spirits  therein  mentioned  on  their  account,  and  as 
their  agent.  And  in  the  fourth  place,  White  distinctly 
swears  that  this  was  a  part  of  the  agreement  on  which 
the  agency  was  founded.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore, 
that  one  of  the  terms  on  which  the  agency  was  to  be 
conducted,  although  not  expressed  in  writing,  was,  that 
Mr.  Gray's  sale  of  whiskey  should  be  confined  to  the 
sale  of  the  whiskey  of  Messrs.  Haig  k  Son,  as  long 
as  that  agency  lasted. 

The  next  matter  relating  to  the  general  conduct  oi 
the  agency  has  reference  to  the  following  subject.  The 
Master  has  found,  that  no  fictitious  sales  were  proved 
before  him,  but  that  sales  appeared  to  him  to  have  been 
made,  in  all  or  most  instances,  in  a  manner  inconsbteni 
with  the  duty  of  Alexander  Chray  as  agent.  The 
Master  has  stated,  specially,  some  of  these  transactions 
to  the  Court.  I  concur  with  the  Master  in  his  view  of 
the  subject,  and  in  the  particular  cases  he  mentions  in 
his  report,  which  form  the  subject  of  subsequent  ex- 

ceptkxis, 
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cept.ions,  and  fvhicb  I  shall  have  to  observe  upon.     I        1855. 
aio      of  opinion  that  the   sales  were  conducted   in   a 
manner  irregular  and  inconsistent  with  the  duty  of  Mr. 
Gr^^MTf  as  the  agent  of  Haig  k  Son.  Haio. 

Haio 


Gray. 

V, 


nPlie  most  material  matter  with  reference  to  this  sub-        Gray. 

jeot.   is,  the  question  which  is  raised  by  the  passage  in 

llie     10th  page  of  the  Master's  reports,  and  forms  the 

Atibject  of  several  exceptions.     [JTm  Honor  here  re- 

f^^rr^i  to  a  charge  made  against  Gray,  and  found  by  the 

^J^M^ter,  of  having  mixed  Messrs.  Haxgs  whishey  with 

^^\f^srior  whishey  of  his  own,  and  selling  them  together. 

"^    however  was  unable  to  ascertain  the  profits  made,  in 

^^^^^equence  of  the  destruction  and  non-production    of 

^^^Gy's  books.']    The  evidence  brought  to  establish  this 

^''^ige  is  principally  that  of  John  Rikey,  who  was  a 

^*^t*k  in  the  service  of  Mr.  Gray,  from  1829  till  1836, 

^*^^  consequently  during  two  years  of  the  agency.     He 

^'^^ars  expressly  to  the  fact  of  the  mixing  of  the  dif- 

^'"^nt  qualities  of  whiskey,  and  to  the  mode  in  which 

^^^  were  sold.     If  his  evidence  is  to  be  believed,  a 

^'^Oi'e  irregular  practice,  or  one  more  likely  to  injure  his 

P**i  ndpals  cannot  well  be  conceived,  a  practice  wholly 

^'^^^^nsistent  with  the  duty  of  an  agent.    This  is  ex- 

P'^^^ly  and  emphatically  denied  by  Mr.  Gray  in  his 

^^^^y&voce  testimony  before  the  Master.     If  the  matter 

'^^ted  here,  1  should  not  act  upon  the  testimony  of  one 

''^^  "^neFS  against  a  party  as  to  a  fact  expressly  denied  by 

^  ^^  on  bis  oath.     But  in  all  cases  of  contradictory  evi- 

^^ce,  whether  between  a  witness  and  a  Defendant,  or 

^^^ween  two  witnesses  who  give  evidence  in  direct  con- 

^^^-<liction  to  each  other,  with  regard  to  a  matter  equally 

^  ^hin  the  knowledge  and  cognizance  of  both,  it  is  the 

^^^  ty  of  a  judicial  tribunal  to  search  for  facts  which 

^^^y  corroborate  or  invalidate  the  testimony  of  either 

^  %ess.     In  this  case  there  were  books  containing  the 

account 
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1855.  account  of  the  transactions,  which  would  have  afforded 
clear  and  distinct  evidence  to  enable  the  Court  to  judge 
which  of  the  two  was  to  be  believed.  This  evidence 
Mr.  Gray  has  himself  removed,  and  removed,  as  I 
consider  proved  by  his  own  evidence,  after  the  contest 
relating  to  these  accounts  had  arisen  between  himself 
and  Haig  &  Son.  He  must  suffer  the  necessary  conse- 
quence of  the  absence  of  that  evidence  so  occasioned ; 
and  I  consider  myself  bound  to  believe  that  these 
books,  if  now  forthcoming,  would  prove  the  truth  of 
the  statements  contained  in  Riket/s  evidence.  It  does 
not,  however,  rest  here.  Kelly  was  a  clerk  in  Mr. 
Gray's  office,  from  November^  1842,  till  September^ 
1846,  during  the  time  when  this  agency  lasted.  He 
speaks  distinctly  to  the  mixing  of  whiskey.  [His  Honor 
here  read  parts  of  the  evidence.']  Several  other  instances 
are  established  by  his  evidence  as  to  the  character  of  the 
books,  and  the  following  passages  in  his  evidence  are 
material.  He  gives  further  evidence  to  shew  the  alte- 
ration and  change  which  has  taken  place  in  the  pro- 
duced books  by  the  abstraction  of  part  and  the  mutila- 
tion of  others.  \^His  Honor  here  read  Kelly's  evidence.] 
The  evidence  of  this  witness  is  not  touched  on  cross- 
examination  beyond  this:— that  it  shews  that  he  enter- 
tains a  very  hostile  disposition  towards  Mr.  Gray.  I 
have,  therefore,  two  witnesses  deposing  positively  to  the 
fact  of  this  practice  of  mixing  the  spirits,  to  the  injurious 
consequences  of  it,  and  to  the  alteration  made  between 
the  price  invoiced  to  the  purchaser  and  that  entered  in 
the  books  containing  the  accounts  to  be  sent  to  Haig 
k  Son,  and  deposing  positively  to  the  fact,  that  the 
books  which  contained  the  account  of  the  real  transac- 
tions, if  produced,  would  prove  the  truth  of  their  asser-  - 
tions.  I  have  then  the  most  material  books  suppressed  _ 
by  Mr.  Gray,  and  some  of  those  which  are  produced^ 
niutilated  by  the  abstraction  of  pages,  and  re-bound  in  an^ 

alterec^ 
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altered  form,  and  one  by  being  divided  into  two  parts, 
crosswise;  and  I  am  asked  to  discredit  this  testimony 
OQ   ^fae  sole  positive  denial  of  Mr.  Gray. 

IVIr.  Lee  indeed  urged  strongly,  that  if  I  was  not  dis- 

Pos^^d  to  discredit  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses,  I  should 

^^     least  send  the  question  to  be    tried  before  a  jury 

^*=^     '^lie  issue  of  fact;  but  this  suggestion  I  decline  to 

^^c>pt,     I  fully  admit  the  value  of  and  the  advantages 

^^^"i.'ved  from  sifting  a  question  by  viv&  voce  testimony 

*^^^fV>re  a  jury,  but  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  not 

^•^^    I>ut  parties  to  the  expense  and  delay  of  such  an  ad- 

^^"^ional  mode  of  investigation,  unless  it  entertains  a 

-^^ous  doubt  on  the  question.    The  Master  beard  vio& 

\  evidence  before  him  on  this  subject,  he  entertained 

^^^     doubt  on  the  question,  and  I  entertain  none ;  and  if 

^  ^^id,  I  should  consider  that  the  doubt  had  been  occa- 

,^^^^ed  by  the  loss   of  that  very  evidence  that  would 

^  Xre  cleared  up  the  whole  matter,  and  which  loss  had 

^*^^n  intentionally  occasioned  by  the  party  who  now 

8  for  the  issue. 

*rhe  same  evidence  satisfies  me  that  fictitious  sales 

^J^^re  made  by  Mr. Gray.     I  have  read  various  passages 

^^^C3m  the  evidence  of  Kelly;  Rihey  swears  to  the  same 

^^ect;   Loader^  a  clerk  of  Mr.  Gray's^  examined  as  a 

2^^  itness  on  his  behalf,  in  his  cross-examination  says — 

^^^ — iTw  Honor  read  his  evidence'}.    Here,  again,the  absence 

^^^W  the  books  containing  the  correct  account  of  these 

^"^^Tinsactions  tells  most  prejudicially  against  Mr.  Gray, 

^^nd  the  observations  I  have  already  made  I  refer  to  as 

^^7)plicable  to  these  cases.    The  correct  account  of  these 

^^tunsactions,  so  far  as  Loader  himself  conducted  them, 

"^ras  entered  in  the  books  which  are  not  forthcoming. 

The  evidence  also  establishes  conclusively,  in   my 
^Jpinion,  that  Mr.  Gray  procured  bills  of  exchange  from 

many 
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many  of  the  purchasers  of  the  goods  of  Haig  k  Son 
sold  by  him,  and  that  he  negociated  those  bills,  without 
their  knowledge  and  in  opposition  to  express  general 
directions  from  them  to  the  contrary,  all  which  is  dis- 
tinctly shewn  in  several  of  the  particular  cases  to  which  I 
am  shortly  about  to  refer.  It  is  also  established  by  the 
evidence,  in  the  like  conclusive  manner,  that  Mr.  Gray,  on 
various  occasions  and  so  frequently  that  it  may  almost  be 
said  that  he  was  in  the  habit  of  doing  it,  conducted  the 
correspondence  with  Messrs.  Haiff  k  Son  in  such  a  way, 
as  to  induce  them  to  believe  that  he  had  gone  to  Liverpool 
or  Manchester y  whenever  he  thought  that  it  would  appear 
desirable  for  the  good  management  of  their  business 
that  he  should  have  so  done,  although  in  fact  he  had 
not  left  Newcastle.  This  he  accomplished  in  the  fol- 
lowing manner: — When  goods  of  Haig  k  Son  had 
been  sold  or  consigned  by  his  direction  to  Liverpool  or 
Manchester^  and  some  steps  were  necessary  or  proper  to 
be  taken  with  reference  thereto,  he,  remaining  at  iVeu7- 
castle,  wrote  a  letter  to  Messrs.  Haig  k  Son,  dated 
the  following  day,  at  Manchester  or  Liverpool,  which 
letter  he  sent  under  cover  to  his  correspondent  or  agent 
at  Manchester  or  Liverpool,  with  directions  that  the 
letter  might  be  posted  at  that  place,  and  thus  giving 
Haig  k  Son  the  false  impression  that  he  had  taken  a 
journey  to  that  place,  for  the  purpose  of  doing  what 
might  be  needful  in  reference  to  the  matters  contained 
in  that  letter.  These  are  the  observations  I  think  it 
necessary  to  make  with  reference  to  the  general  manner 
in  which  the  business  of  the  agency  was  conducted, 
subject,  however,  to  such  further  references  to  the  same 
subject^  as  will  necessarily  be  derived  from  the  conside- 
rutiun  of  various  individual  instances  mentioned  in  the 
Mastcr^i  report,  and  to  which  I  shall  presently  refer, 
c,  till  after  I  have  noticed  these  instances,  all 
I  on  the  question  of  the  commission  claimed 

by 
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by  Air.  Chraj/f  and  which  the  Master  specially  submits        1865* 

to   the  consideration  of  the  Court.  ^-^^v-^*^ 

Geat 

^iefore,  however,  noticing  these  individual  cases,  it  is        Haio. 

P*"c>pcr  to  point  out  the  course  which  the  Master  adopted        ^^'° 

inL  piarsaing  the  reference  and  taking  the  accounts  directed        Gray. 

l>y     Uie  decree.    The  accounts  were,  in  the  first  place, 

^^fferred  to  Mr.  Duncan,  a  professional  accountant,  who 

^c>o1l  the  account,  so  far  as  it  depended  upon  items  not 

^■^puted  on  either  side,  but  all  matters  and  items  in 

dispute  be  was  directed  to  reserve  for  the  Master's  deci* 

sioti.      This   was   accordingly  done,  and  Mr.  Duncan 

c«rt.ified,  that  the  sum  of  339,957/.  I6s.  6d.  had  been 

'^^<^^ived  by  Gray,  the  particulars  of  which  were  not 

*i»r>iited,  and  were  set  forth  in  Schedule  (A) ;   that  the 

^^^u^  of  328,351/.  3$.  Id.  had  been  paid  or  accounted  for 

^y     Cray,  the  particulars  of  which  were  not  disputed, 

**^^    were  set  forth  in  Schedule  (B),  leaving  a  balance 

^^     11,606/.  12*.  llrf.  due  from  Gray  to  Haig  k  Son; 

^"^•"t  Gray  had  sought  to  charge  Haig  k  Son  with  the 

*^^oa  of  n,191l.  6«.  Irf.,  the  particulars  of  which  were 

*^^  forth  in  Schedule  (C) ;  that  Haig  k  Son  had  sought 

*^  olarge  Gray  with  the  sum  of  3,159/.  4*.  2d.,  the  par- 

*^**lar8  of  which  were  set  forth  in  Schedule  (D) ;  and 

^  Items  in  these  two  schedules  being  disputed,  were 

^^rved  for  the  decision  of  the  Master. 

*ne  Master  then  set  out,  in  the  first  part  of  the  schedule 

,.   ^^5  report,  the  items  claimed  by  Gray  which  he  has 

^,    ^'lowed,  with  the  reason  against  each  item  for  such 

«   ^^'lowance,  and  in  the  second  part  of  that  schedule 

«       ^^8  set  forth  the  items  claimed  by  Haigk^on  which 

'^^^  allowed.    To  many  of  these  items,  in  both  parts 

.,     ^^c  schedule,  exceptions  are  taken  by  Mr.  Gray, 

I     ^  of  these  exceptions  are  of  a  general  nature ;  they 

^^^,  first,  to  the  disallowance  of  a  sum  claimed  for 

warehouseman's 
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Gray. 


warehouseman's  salary,  and,  secondly,  to  the  disallow- 
ance of  travelling  expenses,  and  thirdly,  the  disallow- 
ance by  law  expenses.  The  remainder  relate  to  allow- 
ances in  respect  of  particular  individual  cases.  [J3u 
Honor  here  proceeded  to  consider  them  seriatim  in  the 
order  mentioned  in  the  Master's  report,"] 


With  respect  to  the  three  general  questions,  which  I 
reserved  till  I  had  gone  through  the  particular  cases, 
they  may  be  shortly  disposed  of.  I  am  of  opinion,  that 
Mr.  Gray  is  not  entitled  to  an  allowance  in  respect  of 
warehouseman's  salary.  This  is  disposed  of  by  the  fact 
that  no  entry  or  claim  to  this  effect  appears  in  any  of  the 
accounts  rendered  by  him  for  fourteen  years  to  Haig  Sc 
Son.  It  shows,  therefore,  that  the  footing  on  which  the 
agency  was  conducted  did  not  admit  of  this  charge,  or 
some  trace  of  it  would  have  appeared  in  the  accounts  or 
in  the  correspondence. 


[  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  then  proceeded  to  dispose 
of  the  charge  for  law  expenses  and  for  travelling  ex- 
penses. The  first  he  disallowed,  because  Mr.  Gray 
failed  in  proving  that  any  law  expenses  had  been  in- 
curred by  him  in  matters  relating  to  the  agency,  except 
in  cases  where  his  Honor  had  determined  he  was  bound 
to  bear  the  loss  on  the  transaction  ;  and  the  second,  on 
the  ground  that  the  accounts  between  the  parties  wholly 
omitted  any  such  item,  and  that  on  one  occasion  only,  in 
the  correspondence,  Gray  asked  to  be  allowed  the  ex- 
penses of  one  particular  journey  on  special  grounds, 
thereby  negativing  the  general  right  to  make  such  a 
charge.] 


Beyond  these,  the  only  other  matter  I  have  to  dispose 
ofj  is  the  question  of  commission,  the  amount  of  this  is 
admilted  to  be  7,102/.  12*.  6d    Prima  facie  Mr.  Gray 


Gray 
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is  entitled  to  this  commission^  and  the  burden  of  proof       1856. 
lies  on  James  Haig  k  Son  to  shew,  that  he  is  not  so  en- 
titled by  reason  of  bis  conduct  in  the  matter  of  this 
agency.  B.k\Q. 

9, 

Upon  the  best  consideration  that  I  have  been  able  to        Oeat. 
give  to  this  item,  which^  in  taking  these  accounts,  is  the 
mo6t  important  of  all  to  the  parties  concerned,  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  Mr.  Chray  is  not  entitled  to  the  commis- 
sion agreed  between  Haig  k  Son  and  himself  to  be  paid 
to  bim  on  taking  this  agency ;  and  that  although  the 
burden  of  proof  lies  on  Haig  k  Son  to  prove  this,  they 
bave  succeeded  in  doing  so.    The  principle  on  which  I 
proceed  is  that  to  be  found  in  White  v.  Lady  Lincoln  (a), 
cind  in  Lupton  ▼.   White  {b),  which    principle  is  un- 
doubted, and  the  only  question  is,  whether  the  facts  of 
this  particular  case  bring  the  matter  within  that  prin- 
c^iple.    The  principle  may,  for  the  present  purpose,  be 
'thus  expressed  : — if  an  agent  deal  with  the  goods  of  his 
principal  as  his  own,  making  a  profit  out  of  them  not 
<iccounted  for  to  the  principal,  and  if  the  agent,  by  his 
own  conduct,  has  made  it  impossible  to  ascertain  what 
the  amount  of  profit  is  which  he  realized,  he  shall  not  be 
allowed  the  commission,  which  otherwise  and  according 
to  the  contract  he  would  be  entitled  to  claim.     In  the 
case  of  White  v.  Lady  Lincoln  the  agent  and  manager 
of  the  property,  who  was  also  the  solicitor,  kept  no 
V'egular  accounts,  or  any  papers  from  which  such  ac- 
counts could  be  made  out;   he  kept  all  the  vouchers 
^/bich  told  in  his  own  favour,  but  no  evidence  of  the 
I'^ceipts  in  respect  of  which  he  was  to  be  charged.     His 
Executors  were  held  not  to  be  entitled,  on  his  behalf,  to 
c^laim  against  the  principal  the  charges,  which,  in  other 
c:ircumstances,  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  make. 

Lord 
(a)  8  Vet.  303.  (b)  15  Vet.  432. 
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Lord  Eldon  there  says  (a) : — "  With  respect  to  JachsotCs 
demaDd  as  auditor,  steward,  agent,  and  all  except  bis 
bills  as  attorney,  as  to  all  which  he  was  bound  to  keep 
accounts  of  those  transactions,  I  must  lay  down  the 
rule,  that  a  man,  standing  in  a  relation  imposing  a  duty 
to  keep  regular  accounts,  cannot  be  permitted  to  make  a 
demand  for  work  and  labour  in  that  character,  with  re- 
ference to  which  he  has  kept  no  account;  which  is  jus- 
tified by  principle,  that  ought  to  be  loudly  published, — 
that  a  receiver  who  does  not  pass  his  accounts  regularly^ 
ought  not  to  be  allowed  any  poundage.  That  principle 
applies  to  all  these  demands  except  the  bills  of  costs.'* 


In  Lupton  v.  White(b\  Lord  Eldon  laid  down  that 
where  an  agent  or  bailiff  confounds  the  property  of  his 
principal  with  his  own,  he  will  be  charged  with  the 
whole,  except  what  he  could  prove  to  belong  to  himself. 
Lord  Eldon  says : — "  If  a  man  by  his  own  tortious  act 
makes  it  impossible  for  another  to  ascertain  the  value 
of  his  property,  and  that  in  a  transaction,  in  which  the 
former  was  not  merely  under  an  implied  moral  obli- 
gation, but  pledged  by  a  solemn  undertaking  in  a  court 
of  justice  that  such  should  not  be  the  state  of  things 
between  them,  by  these  means  preventing  the  guard 
which  the  Court  would  have  effectually  interposed,  is 
the  argument  to  be  endured,  that,  as  the  party  so  in- 
jured cannot  distinguish  his  property,  therefore  he  shall 
have  nothing  ?  That  is  not  the  law  of  this  country  as 
administered  in  Courts,  either  of  law  or  equity." 


And   after  referring  to   the  case   of  the   chimney- 
sweeper's boy,  who  found  a  jewel  (c),  and  other  cases,  he 
says : — '^  What  are  the  cases  in  the  old  law  of  a  mix- 
ture 


m  IS 


(r)  Armory   v.    Delamirie,    1 

Strange,  505. 


/ 


-^  >^    this  case,  the  books,  which  would  have  proved  the 
'^»"    state  of  the  accounts  between  the  parties,  have 
^^»:^     destroyed  by  Mr.  Gray  after  the  litigation  had 
^    ^S  ^:i  B.     Upon  the  evidence  before  me,  1  see  proof  that, 
**^^veral  cases,  Mr.  Gray  made,  on  the  sale  of  the 


Is  of  his  principals,  a  profit  which  he  did  not  give 
^^^  it  for  to  them. 


e  evidence  of  Rihey  and  Kelly  are  distinct  on  this 
U,  and  this  is  confirmed  by  the  evidence  of  Matthew- 
Bnd  o{  Anthony  Dunn, 


-fc^^    ^at  profits  were  made  by  the  mixing  of  the  spirits, 

^^C2h,  as   I   have  already  stated,   I  consider  to  be 

J  '^^ed,  is  also,  in  my  opinion,  established  by  the  evi- 

g,^^^^^e  I  have  referred  to.    The  amount  of  those  pro- 

^^  nowhere  appears  in  the  accounts  before  me,  but 

jj^^      "^^^^Id  have  appeared  in  the  accounts  destroyed.     The 

^  ^^ns,  therefore,  of  ascertaining  the  amount  of  them 

^-^^^       removed  by  Mr.  Gray.     The  observation  I  have 

^^ady  made,  and  which  I  have  so  often  referred  to 

on 
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ture  of  corn  or  flour?    If  one  man  mixes  his  corn  or        1855. 

flour  vfith  that  of  another,  and  they  were  of  equal  value, 

the   la,tter  must  have  the  given  quantity ;  but,  if  articles 

^f  different  value  are  mixed  producing  a  third  value,  the 

Aggregate  of  both,  and  through  the  fault  of  the  person 

''^i^ixig  them  the  other  party  cannot  tell  what  was  the 

^"eiQal  value  of  his  property,  he  must  have  the  whole, 

^"^^    tbe  principle  goes  to  the  full  extent  of  what  is  now 

^^^^^^  t.ended."    By  the  decree  in  that  case,  the  Defendants, 

^^"<3  had  wrongfully  worked  an  adjoining  mine  and  had 

^^  ^I>  t  BO  accounts,  though  they  had  entered  into  an  under- 

^^^iir^g  so  to  do,  were  charged  with  the  whole  net  pro- 

^^^^^^^    of  both  mines,  except  what  they  should  prove  to 

^^'^^^   been  taken  from  their  own. 
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1855,  on  this  subject,  I  refer  to  again ;  it  is  most  material  in 
this  part  of  the  case,  it  is  that  which,  in  fact,  has 
governed  and  occasioned  my  decision  throughout  the 
greater  part  of  it,  and  I  repeat  again,  that  I  will  not  send 
to  be  tried  by  a  jury  a  question  which  is  supported  by 
competent  evidence,  and  which,  if  untrue,  could  have 
been  disposed  by  evidence  in  the  possession  of  one 
party,  which  he  has  taken  means  to  prevent  from  being 
made  available  for  the  determination  of  the  question  by 
the  Court. 

The  result  is,  that  in  my  opinion,  Mr.  Gray  is  not  en- 
titled to  be  allowed  the  commission  which  otherwise 
would  have  been  his  as  of  right.  I  believe,  in  this  case, 
as  in  most  cases  of  this  description,  the  want  of  evi- 
dence operates  much  more  prejudicially  to  the  person 
who  causes  its  removal  than  if  the  evidence  had  been 
before  the  Court,  but  the  rule  of  law  and  of  equity, 
and  of  morality  and  of  common  sense,  in  all  such  cases, 
is  one  and  the  same,  and  it  is,  in  my  opinion,  inviolable. 
It  is  of  the  greatest  importance  for  the  conduct  of  all 
business  transactions  in  this  country,  whether  com- 
mercial or  otherwise,  that  the  parties  who  deal  together 
should  understand,  that  perfect  fairness  and  openness  is 
that  system  which  alone  it  is  their  interest  to  adopt. 

[After  going  seriatim  through  the  exceptions  and  speci- 
fying the  order  to  be  made  on  each,  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  proceeded  as  follows :] — 

I  cannot  conclude  this  case  without  expressing  my 
regret,  that  I  have  felt  it  my  duty  to  make  a  decision 
on  these  points  which  will  lead  to  so  stringent  a  decree 
against  Mr.  Crray.  It  cannot,  however,  be  too  generally 
known  or  understood,  amongst  all  persons  dealing  with 

each 


( 
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eaofa  other,  in  the  character  of  principal  and  agent,  bow 

s^^verely  this  Court  deals  with  any  irregularities  on  the 

p^r^  of  the  agent,  how  strictly  it  requires  that  he  who 

1*9    Cbe  person  trusted  shall  act,  in  all  matters  relating  to 

fimacrb  agency,  for  the  benefit  of  his  principal,  and  how 

incB  p^rative  it  is  upon  him  to  preserve  correct  accounts  of 

all       liis  dealings  and  transactions  in  that  respect,  and 

th^'fc    the  loss,  and  still  more  the  destruction  of  such 

e^%rid«nce,  by  the  agent,  falls  most  heavily  on  himself. 
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^^^«»TB.— See  Walmileyy.  WalmsUy,  3  Jones  4*  l^t-  556;  Popham, 
^^?  9  TTie  Duke  of  Leedt  v.  Lord  Awherst  (before  the  Vice-Chancellor 
^^  ^^gland^  see  the  next  case ) ;  Mawman  v.  Tfgg,  2  Ruuell, 
P-  390  ;  Lewis  V.  Ttdlarton,  2  Beav,^  p.  11  et  seq. :  and  the  cases  of 
5F^<^i«tion  of  wills,  Saltern  v.  Melhuish,  Ambler,  247 ;  Barker  v.  Ray, 
1  ^S***'^*^!  P-  71 ;  Siigdens  Law  of  Property,  189;  Smith  v.  Spencer, 
*      '^^<^^^^e  Sf  C.  (C.  C.),  75. 


^^«^»^i 


r.  c.  of 

England, 

1850. 

AprU  16. 

£  late  Duke  of  Leeds  was  tenant  for  life,  without  Where  a 
mpeacbment  of  waste,  of  the  Keeton  Estate,  with  ^m'Jfitt^  ^e 


The  DUKE  OF  LEEDS  v.  The  EARL  OF 
AMHERST  (a). 


nder  to  the  Plaintiff.     The  late  Duke,  in  1808,  wrongdoer 
d  the  mansion-house  to  be  pulled  down  and  sold,  from  the  im- 


^.  "the  ornamental  timber  to  be  cut,  and  he  converted  po">^>^>*y  o^ 

Xo^  '  accurately  as- 

T^ark  into  a  farm.  certaining  the 

amount  of 

■-fc>*,^  damage. 

>v    "^  tie  late  Duke  died  in  1838,  and  in  1840  the  present     Therefore 

x^  K^  ^B^^  whfiffi  1) n  &£•• 

1        •^^  instituted  this  suit  against  the  executors  of  the  count  of  the 

^     Duke,  for  an  account  of  the  equitable  waste.  equitable  waste 

committed  by  a 
At  tenant  for  life 

tr\^^^  Thif    characteristio  judg-      is  inserted  as  relating  to  the  prin-  ^^q  taken 
w\^^  ^^  of  Sir  Lancelot  Shadtcell,      ciples  laid  down  in  the  preceding  against  his  ex 
^li  has  never  been  reported,      ca^.  ^^tors,  which 

'^"^^^tvr^^  .  *^  ^^  found 

Y^:^^^^«nble  to  take  accurately,  and  the  Master  had  arbitrarily  charged  the  executors, 
^^port  was  ■apported. 
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1850.  ^^  ^^^  hearing    in   1846^    the  Vice-chancellor  of 

^"^^^/^^      England  declared  (a)  that  the  personal  estate  of  the 
^^Lkm!""^  late  Duke  was  liable  to  account  to  the  Plaintiff  for  all 
»-  benefit  and  profit  received  by   him  for  the  equitable 

Ambbrst.  waste  complained  of,  with  interest  from  his  death.  And 
he  referred  it  to  the  Master,  to  take  an  account  of  all 
sums  received  by  the  late  Duke  from  the  sale  of  the 
materials  of  the  house,  kc.^  and  to  inquire  what  orna- 
mental trees  had  been  felled,  and  to  take  an  account  of 
the  monies  received  by  the  late  Duke  for  the  sale 
thereof,  and  to  compute  interest. 

This  decree  was  afterwards  affirmed  by  Lord  Cot^ 
tenham  (&)• 

The  Master  proceeded  in  the  reference,  but  from  the 
great  lapse  of  time,  the  inquiry  was  one  of  great  diffi- 
culty. It  was  impossible  to  ascertain,  with  any  degree 
of  accuracy,  the  receipts  of  the  late  Duke,  or  the  pre- 
cise amount  of  ornamental  trees  felled.  Ultimately, 
however,  the  Master  reported  that  42,000Z.  was  pay- 
able in  respect  of  the  receipts  of  the  late  Duke,  arising 
from  equitable  waste  and  for  interest  on  the  amount 
received.  This  result  did  not  appear  to  be  supported 
by  precise  evidence  of  the  amounts  to  the  above  extent 
actually  received  from  the  waste  by  the  late  Duke ;  it 
seemed  rather  to  be  an  arbitrary  charging  of  the  late 
Duke's  estate,  allowing  certain  deductions  therefrom 
under  the  head  of  ''just  allowances.**  The  Defendants 
had  not  carried  in  any  discharge  claiming  specific  allow- 
ances. 

The  Defendants  contended,  that  the  amount  actually 
received  in  respect  of  the  waste  did  not  exceed  1 1,000/. 

They 
(a)  1 4  SimoMy  367.  (6)  2  PhilUpi,  1 1 7. 
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T^ey  took  several  exceptions  to  the  report,  and  insisted 

that   the  evidence  did  not  warrant  the  conclusion  as  to 

amouimt;  at  which  the  Master  had  arrived.    The  excep-  •     Leeds 

tioiis  iw^ere  argoed  at  great  length  by  mu  ^  _i  * 

The  Earl  of 


Amhekit. 


^^*    JStuari  and  Mr.  G.  L.  Russell,  in  support  of  the 
excej>tions. 

^  »* — Sethell  and  Mr.  Renshatv,  contra,  for  the  Plaintiff, 


^^«   Ticb-Changbllob. 

**^^i*e  is  no  question,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  at  an 

c*"y   I>criod,  about  the  year  1800,  there  was,  to  a  certain 

cxteii't,   a  dismantling  of  Kteton  Hall,  because,  inde- 

pcn^^rfct  of  the  parol  evidence  which  has  been  given 

Tipon  ^y^  subject,  no  one  can  look  at  the  map  without 

^^S    that  there  is  no  vestige  in  it  of  the  south  wing, 

wtiioli   certainly  did  formerly  exist ;  and  it  seems  to  me, 

^^'^^  ^irhat  was  determined  upon  the  exceptions,  which 

^^^   l>rought  before  me  in  1848,  that  I  did  determine 

^    it  was  quite  competent  to  the  Master,  in  making 

^^quiry,  to  have  regard  not  merely  to  what  took 

J.  /^  in  the  year  1809,  but  to  that  anterior  period  which 

^  ^^ed  soon  after  the  late  Duke  became  possessed  of 

j-j^^on.     Whatever  was  done  in  or  about  the  year 

A^^^    it  appears  that  a  great  deal  was  unquestionably 

^  in  the  year  1809,  and  at  some  subsequent  time, 

.        *^^   exceptions  (except  the  first,  which  is  rather 

,  ^^^1  than  substantial,)  proceed  mainly  upon  this : — 

^  the  Master  was  directed  to  take  an  account,  and  it 

^^id,  that  he  has  not  taken  an  account ;  it  is  further 

^^,  that  at  any  rate  he  ought  not  to  have  found  due 

^^  the  estate  of  the  late  Duke  those  sums  which  he 

^OL.  XX.  R  has 
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1850.       ^^  found  to  be  due  in  respect  of  the  different  matters 

^•^^v^^^  upon  which  he  has  made  his  report. 
The  Duke  of 
Leedi 

V-  Now  I  must  say,  that,  in  my  opinion,  this  case  is 

The  Earl  of  i       •    i      i                       i     «         i        •       i       • 

Amherst.  ^^  he  judged,  not  merely  by  the  simple  circumstances 

of  evidence  which  are  found  in  it,  but  with  reference  to 
those  great  principles  of  justice,  which,  as  I  apprehend, 
have  always  governed  mankind,  and  have  been  acknow- 
ledged from  the  earliest  times.  It  appears  to  me  that  it 
is  a  very  right  thing  to  hold  in  one's  contemplation,  on 
deciding  such  a  case  as  this,  what  has  been  the  uniform 
opinion  of  mankind  upon  such  a  general  case  as  the  one 
now  presented  in  this  cause.  I  take  it,  that  the  general 
wisdom  of  mankind  has  acquiesced  in  this : — that  the 
author  of  a  mischief  is  not  the  party  who  is  to  complain 
of  the  result  of  it,  but  that  he  who  has  done  it  must 
submit  to  have  the  effects  of  it  recoil  upon  himself. 
This,  I  say,  is  a  proposition  which  is  supported  by  the 
holy  Scriptures,,  by  the  authority  of  profane  writers,  by 
the  Roman  Civil  Law,  by  subsequent  writers  upon  Civil 
Law,  by  the  Common  Law  of  this  country,  and  by  the 
decisions  in  our  own  Courts  of  Equity. 

I  begin  with  the  greatest  authority,  and  I  will  take  a 
very  few  words  of  the  original  (a), — Uimg  ol  Xafi^mg 
fia^enpoLf,  Iv  [LoL^alpa,  a^oXoDvrai-^''  All  those  who  take 
the  sword,  shall  perish  by  the  sword."  "  The  mischief- 
maker  shall  suffer  for  the  mischief  which  he  hath 
created." 

Then  you  have  as  an  example,  which  is  almost  dail/ 

in  the  mouths  of  men — 

"  Neque  enim  lex  sequior  ulla, 
Quam  necis  artifices  arte  perire  tuft  (6)." 

Next 

(a)  St.  Matt.  c.  26,  v.  52.      (6)  Ovid.  Art.  Aman.  lib.  i.  lin.  655. 
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Next  you  have  the  authority  of  the  Civil  Law,  and        I860. 

^^Du  will  find  in  the  second  Book  of  the  Institutes,  under      "^^^^ 

-"5 1.  i.  and  section  28,  this  statement : — "  Quod  si  fru-       Leboi 

:xaentum  Titii  frumeuto  tuo  mistum  fuerit :  si  quidem  ex    -«    il"      - 

.       ,  Thf  Earl  of 

^^oluntate  vestra,  commune  est :  quia  singula  corpora,  id     AiiBBRaT. 

^isty  singula  grana,  quse  cujusque  propria  fuerunt,  ex 

i^onsensu  vestro  communicata  sunt,  quod  si  casu  id  mis- 

t-iim  fuerit,  vel  Titius  id  miscuerit  sine  tua  voluntate : 

czion  videtur  commune  esse :  quia  singula  corpora  in  sua 

B»ubstantia  durant.    Sed  nee  magis  istis  casibus  commune 

Bt  frumentum,  quam  grex  intelligitur  esse  communis, 

^i  pecora  Titii  tuis  pecoribus  mista  fuerint     Sed  si  ab 

^Iterutro  vestrum  totum  id  frumentum  retineatur:   in 

:K-em  quidem  actio  pro  modo  frumenti  cujusque  competit : 

aarbitrio  autem  judicis  continetur,  ut  ipse  eestimet,  quale 

cujusque  frumentum  fuerit" 

Then  there  is  a  position  in  Coke  which  always  struck 
mne  as  very  forcible.  He  is  speaking  of  the  case  where 
^  contract  has  been  drawn  up  by  one  of  the  parties  to 
it,  and  he  says  that  the  rule  is  this  : — **  Pactionem  ob- 
-^curum  its  oportet  nascere  in  quorum  potestate  ftdt,  ley  em 
mppertius  scribere.*' 

We  have  next  a  case  in  Popham  (a).     He  says : — 

*'  In  trespasse  for  carrying  away  certain  loads  of  hay, 

the  case  happened  to  be  this  :  the  Plaintiff,  pretending 

title  to  certain  hay  which  the  Defendant  had  standing 

in  certain  lands,  to  be  more  sure  to  have  the  action 

passe  for  him,  took  other  hay  of  his  own  (to  wit,  the 

PlaintiflTs),  and  mixed  it  with  the  Defendant's  hay ; 

after  which,  the  Defendant  took  and  carried  away  both 

the  one  and  the  other  that  was  intermixed,  upon  which 

the 
(ci)  Page  38,  pi.  2. 

r2 
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1850.  the  action  was  brought.  And,  by  all  the  Court,  clearly 
"^^^^^^^      the  Defendant  shall  not  be  guilty  for  any  part  of  the 

Leeds  ^^y>  f^^  ^Y  the  intermixture  (which  was  his  own  act), 
Ti  F  1  f  ^^^  Defendant  shall  not  be  prejudiced,  as  the  case  is, 
Amhebst.  in  taking  the  hay.  And  now  the  Plaintiff  cannot  say 
which  part  of  the  hay  is  his,  because  the  one  cannot  be 
known  from  the  other,  and  therefore  the  whole  shall  go 
to  him  who  hath  the  property  in  it,  with  which  it  is 
intermixed.  As  if  a  man  take  my  garment  and  em- 
broider it  with  silk  or  gold,  or  the  like,  I  may  take  back 
my  garment.  But  if  I  take  the  silk  from  you,  and  with 
this  face  or  embroider  my  garment,  you  shall  not  take 
my  garment  for  your  silk  which  is  in  it,  but  are  put 
to  the  action  for  taking  of  the  silk  from  you.  So 
here,  if  the  Plaintiff  had  taken  the  Defendant's  bay, 
and  carried  it  in  his  house,  or  otherwise,  and  there 
intermixed  it  with  the  Plaintiff's  hay,  there  the  De- 
fendant cannot  take  back  his  hay,  but  is  put  to  his 
action  against  the  Plaintiff  for  taking  his  hay.  The 
difference  appeareth.  And  at  the  same  day  at  Serjeants* 
Inn,  in  Fleet  Street,  the  difference  was  agreed  by  An^ 
derson,  Periam,  and  other  Justices  there.  And  this 
case  was  put  by  Anderson: — If  a  goldsmith  be  melting 
of  gold  in  a  pot,  and  as  he  is  melting  it,  I  will  cast  gold 
of  mine  into  the  pot,  which  is  melted  together  with  the 
other  gold,  I  have  no  remedy  for  my  gold,  but  have 
lost  it." 


The  same  proposition  is  also  to  be  found  in  Warde  v. 
^yre(a)y  where  Lord  Coke  stated  the  law  to  be  pre- 
cisely in  accordance  with  what  was  laid  down  in  Popkam. 
The  case  was  this  : — '*  In  an  action  for  trespass  for  an 

assault 

(a)  2  huhtrode,  323. 
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^sfMuilA  nod  battery,  and  quod  cumulum  pecunits^  con-- 

idnin^  fiire  markesj  cepit.    The  case  appeared  to  be 

ibis  :    the  PlaioUfife  and  the  Defendant,  being  at  play, 

the    Plaiotiffe  thrust  his  money  into  the  Defendant's 

heapte^  and  so  intermingled  them  together :  the  Defend- 

aot  kept  all,  and  upon  this,  being  striving  together  for 

the    money,  for  this  the  Plaintiflfe  brings  his  action." 

^^^9   Chief  Justice.     In  this  case  the  law  is,  that  if 

•^*  ^*  have  a  beape  of  come,  and  J.  D.  will  intermingle 

bis  coroe  with  the  come  of  J.  S.,  he  shall  here  have  all 

the  corne,  because  this  was  so  done  by  J.  D.  of  his 

owrn  mrrong,  and  so  it  was  adjudged  in  a  case  between 

Skardish  and  Moore.    And  so  it  is  in  case  of  money ; 

1'  two  being  at  play,  and  the  one  of  them  will  inter- 

'J^ogle  his  money  in  the  other's  heape  of  money,  he 

dia.U  mow  have  all,  for  this  is  so  done  by  him  of  his  own 

>Tong^  and  this  we  have  so  adjudged  in  Sir  Richard 

^^^tifCs  case,  for  that  his  own  proper  money  or  corne 

^noot  now  be  known,  and  therefore  by  this  his  inter- 

°^^gling  being  his  own  act,  and  of  his  own  wrong,  by 

^^    law  he  shall  lose  all ;  for  this  is  so  used  and  done 

^y  lutn  oi?Jy  as  a  trick,  thinking  thereby  to  deceive  the 

otliQ|.^  and  so  to  gain  something  by  this  to  himself;  but 

y  ^^is  hi9  so  doing  he  hath  deceived  himself,  and  shall 

^^'   by  this  his  tortious  act  lose  all;  and  if  this  should 

^^therwise,  a  man  should  be  made  to  be  a  trespasser, 

^^«e^^^  nolens,  by  the  taking  of  his  goods  again,  and  for 

^     ^iSoiding  of  this  inconvenience,  the  law  in  such  a 

^^^    i4B,  that  he  shall  now  retein  all.    The  whole  Court 

^S^^^kI  with  him  herein  against  the  Plaintiff,  and  for 


ih^ 


1860. 

The  Duke  of 
Lbedi 

V. 

The  Earl  of 
Amherit. 


sason  aforesaid,  and  so  the  rule  of  the  Court  was. 


^^^€fd  querens  nil  capiat  per  billamJ^ 
*^    the  second  Vernon,  at  page  516(a),  you  find  this 


(a)  TcUows  V.  MitcheU. 


(it 
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(it  is  given  in  the  loose  way  in  which  Vernon  states 

many  things,  especially  in  the  second  Volume) ;  it  seems 

Leedi       ^  ^^  P^^^  ^^  ^^^  argument  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  or 

^-  Lord  Keeper  of  the  day,  who  says,  *•  As  if  another  man 

Amhbrit.     should  blend  his  money  with  mine,  by  rendering  my 

property  uncertain  he  loses  his  own." 

Then  the  course  which  Lord  Eldon  adopted  in  White 
v.  Lady  Lincoln  (a)  is  also  to  be  regarded.  There  Lord 
Eldon  declared  that  the  bills  of  a  person  who  was  agent, 
steward  and  solicitor  of  the  Duke  of  Newcastle^  and 
who  had  kept  no  accounts,  must  either  be  presumed  to 
be  paid,  or  if  not,  that  it  was  contrary  to  equity  to 
permit  any  demand  to  be  made  upon  them,  it  having 
been  his  duty  to  his  employer  to  have  kept  such  regular 
accounts  of  his  receipts  and  payments,  dealings  and 
transactions  as  would  enable  the  representatives  of  the 
Duke  to  know  the  true  state  and  result  of  all  such 
accounts  between  the  agent  and  his  employer  (i)« 

Putting  all  these  matters  together,  and  applying 
them  to  the  present  case,  what  do  they  amount  to  but 
this, — that  it  being  unquestionable  that  the  injury  has, 
in  the  first  place,  proceeded  from  the  act  of  the  late 
Duke  of  Leeds,  and  the  late  Duke  of  Leeds  having  left 
matters  in  such  a  state,  that  it  becomes  hopeless,  I  may 
say,  by  anything  like  an  approach  to  certainty,  to 
determine  what  was  the  amount  of  the  mischief  done 
to  the  PlaintiiF,  his  son,  the  only  rule  that  can  be 
adopted  is  this: — that  the  party  who  has  done  the 
mischief  shall  suffer  for  the  mischief  which  he  has  com- 
mitted ;  and  although  it  may  perhaps  be  not  consistent 
quite  with  the  accurate  truth,  yet  that  the  sum  which 

the 
(fl)  8  Ves.  363.  (6)  8  Ves.  374. 
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the    AT  aster  has  found  shall  be  the  sum  for  which  the        1850. 
^»ta.t«  of  the  late  Duke  shall  be  answerable,  he  having      >^^^^^ 
created  the  difficulty.  ^'lJ,"J,'  "^ 

V. 

r«%.  The  Earl  of 

^nroughout  this  case,  and  upon  reading  the  whole  of    Amheeat. 

tne  evidence,  I  was  struck  with  this  : — that  so  far  from 

there  being  anything  like  an  attempt  to  make  clear  what 

^^as   actually  done  by  the  late  Duke,  the  Defendants 

have  been  acting  upon  a  spirit  of  "tare  and  tret"  in 

favour  of  their  cestui  que  trust,  and  upon  such  mere 

hook-keeping,  vile  shop  notions  as  these : — that  they 

^1^  to  be  charged  nothing,  except  what  can  actually  be 

^&de  out*     My  opinion  is,  that  they  have  entirely  mis- 

^en  the  mark,  and  that  as  they  have  not  chosen,  and 

probably  may  not  be  able  to  make  out  exactly  what 

^as  the  amount  of  the  mischief  done  by  the  late  Duke, 

^d   the  Plaintiff  has  given  such  evidence  as  lay  in  his 

P^^^er,  the  Master  has,  upon  that,  properly  drawn  his 

conclusions*     I  admit,  that  if  it  could  be  made  out,  dis- 

^^ly,  that  there  was  some  great  and  pointed  error 

«i>out  which  there  could  be  no  dispute,  then  it  would 

^    ^ery  well  to  say  that  the  exceptions  ought  to  be 

^''o^ved;    but  upon  going  through  the  whole  of  the 

^^^®^*     all  that  I  can  find  is  this  : — that  a  great  mischief 

*^   Oaanifestly  done,  and  nobody  can  say  with  certainty 

^^^^    Oiuch  was  done;  if,  then,  I  cannot  have  pointed 

^o  me  with  certainty  what  precise  error  the  Master 

^    *=^ade,  it  is  too  much,  in  such  a  case  as  this,  to 

^»    ^hat  the  whole  is  to  go  for  nothing,  and  that  the 

^^r  is  to  be  sent  back  to  the  Master,  just  as  if 

^g  had  actually  taken  place. 


nof:!^^ 


^^^^ith  respect  to  the  first  exception  which  regards 
/^-•*  book,  my  opinion  is,  that  it  is  not  a  substantial 
^  ^^^^tion,  and  that  it  cannot  stand. 

With 
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1850.  With  regard  to  the  other  exceptions,  they  all  fall 

^•^^^--^^  under  the  general  observations  which   I  have  aiade, 

Lebdi  ^  ^^^  which  I  intend  to  apply  to  the  whole  of  the  case, 

V*  and  must  govern  the  substance  of  it. 
The  Earl  of 


Amherst. 


Upon  the  best  consideration,  therefore,  that  I  can 
give  this  case,  after  having  read  over  all  the  papers, 
and  endeavoured  to  follow,  so  far  as  I  could,  what  I 
presumed  to  be  the  view  which  the  Master  had  in 
coming  to  certain  definite  sums,  as  the  ultimate  amount 
of  damage,  but  which,  I  confess,  I  have  been  unable  to 
do  to  my  own  satisfaction,  I  have  thought  it  due  to 
the  justice  of  the  case,  and  to  the  character  of  the  par- 
ties, to  decide  it  upon  these  general  grounds,  and  think- 
ing that  the  conduct  of  the  late  Duke  has  made  it  im- 
possible for  this  Court  to  act  otherwise,  I  shall  overrule 
all  those  exceptions. 


Note. — There  was  an  appeal  in  this  case,  which  came  before  the 
Lords  Justices  on  the  13th  and  18th  December,  1851,  and  12th 
January,  1 852,  but  ultimately  the  case  was  compromised. 


r 
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SHAW  V.  FORREST. 

Bee.  1,  2. 
~Tl.  D.  was  the  solicitor  of  some  of  the  DefendantSi  Pardei,  though 
-     who  were  resident  out  of  the  jurisdiction.  ^S^^ 

notice  of  mo- 
The  Plaintiff  being  about  to  bring  on  a  motion,  ap-  gu^twllymiide 
plm^fed    to  Mr.  D.  to  appear  for  these  Defendants,  and  f^R^^^^S^ 
^^<^iK^h  not  formally  served  with  a  notice  of  motion,  a  to  their  cotti. 
^^^^I>y  was  furnished  him.     Mr.  D.  at  first  refused  to 
^P^I>^«r  for  them,  but  he  afterwards  e^cpressed  his  wil- 
"■^^^Xiess  to  do  so,  and  the  PlaintiflTs  solicitor  wrote  him 
^^    "■^O'te,  stating  when  the  motion  would  cbme  on. 

r.  Ccry,  in  support  of  the  motion. 

^  "Jie  Master  of  the  Rolls  having  refused  the  motion 
costs. 


Jr.  Lloyd,  on  behalf  of  Mr.  D.'s  clients,  asked  for 


r«  Cory  opposed  them,  on  the  ground  that  he  had 
^^^"^r  been  served  with  the  notice  of  motion,  and  that 
^^       -notice  and  letter  were  mere  acts  of  curtesy. 

^^^  Master  cf  the  Rolls.    In  my  opinion,  these 
^^^  «sons  are  entitled  to  their  costs. 
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1866. 


BOLD  ».  HUTCHINSON. 

March  12,  13. 

Where,  upon    XJY  the  settlement  made  in  1801,  on  the  marriage  of 

oHfrcrpei^ns,  Lieutenant-Colonel  Sir  William  Hutchinson  and 

a  third  party     Latitia  Vaillant,  certain  stocks,    funds  and  securities 
makei  a  re-  ,  .  «.        i       ,  ^ 

presentation,     ^^re  vested  m  trustees,  upon  trust,  after  the  decease  of 

XhiSTthi?  ^^^  survivor  of  them,  for  the  children  of  the  marriage, 

marriage  takes  as  they  jointly  or  as  the  survivor  of  them  should  ap- 

p  ace,  be  will    p^j^t^  a^j  j^  default  of  appointment,  upon  trust  for  the 

children  equally. 


There  wer^  five   children  of  the   marriage,  one  of 
whom  died,  and  another,  Theodosia  Frances  Hutchin- 
afterwards  married  the  Plaintiff,  the  Rev.  Hugh 


son 


oe  bound  to 
make  good 
that  represen- 
tation. 

A  father  re- 
presented to 
the  intended 
husband  of  his 
daughter,  that, 
on  the  death  of  Bold, 
himself  and  his 
wife,  the 

daughter  Qn  the  treaty  for  the  marriage  between  the  Plaintiff 

would  have  i  m*.       x»-       i .  •  •  i      i         i 

10,000/.  at  the  and  Miss  Uiitchinsony  an  mterview  took  place  between 

very  least;        ^^g  Plaintiff  and  Sir  W.  Hutchinson,  on  the  16th  of 

that  he  had 

made  no  eldest  December y  1830,  on  the  subject  of  the  marriage. 

son,  and  that 

all  his  children 

should  share  Instructions  were  accordingly  drawn  up  by  the  direc- 

equally ;  and 

the  intended  ^>^" 

husband,  at  the  time,  made  a  memorandum  in  writing  of  the  representation.    Heads  of 

marriage  articles  were  prepared,  by  or  by  the  direction  of  the  father,  providing,  among 

other  things,  that  he  should  covenant  that  the  daughter  would,  at  the  death  of  himself 

and  his  wUe,  be  entitled  to  10,000/.  and  upwards.     The  settlement  made  in  pursuance 

of  these  instructions  did  not  contain  any  such  covenant,  but  there  was  a  recital  that 

Aa  dauf^hter  would  be  entitled  to  the  10,000/.,  and  the  father  was  a  party  to  the  deed. 

Thp  itkir^f  coming  to  the  daughter  under  her  father  and  mother's  marriage  settlement 

^  fell  shon  of  10,000/.,  and  no  addition  was  made  to  it  by  the  father  in  his  lifetime  or  by 

I  will.     Hftd,  that  the  representatiou  made  by  the  father  must  be  made  good  by  him, 

land  that  bis  estate  must  make  up  the  deficiency. 

In  eaeea  of  this  description,  in  Courts  of  Equity,  the  moral  obligation  is  co-extensive 
with,  and  Dot  different  from  the  legal  obligation,  where  the  representations  are  ex- 
pressed in  dear  and  distinct  language ;  but  vague  and  ambiguous  representations  made 

j  to  persons,  leading  them  to  form  an  opinion  or  belief,  though  morally,  are  not  legally 

[binding. 


Bold 

V. 
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tiomzM.  of  Sir  W.  Hutchinson,  for  the  preparation  of  the  1856. 
set  Clemen ty  which  were  intituled  **  Heads  of  Marriage 
ArC^ioles  between  the  Rev.  Hugh  Bold  and  Theodosia 
Fn^MTM^ces  Hutchinson,*^  and  in  which,  among  other  things,  HijTCHiiiioii. 
wew^  these  words, — "  The  Rev.  Hugh  Bold  settles  a 
joiK^t:t:ire  of  600/.  per  annum  (to  commence  at  his  death) 
upoxa  Miss  H,,  during  her  natural  life.  During  his 
Hfi^^iisney  the  wife  to  have  an  allowance  to  provide 
clotVi^e,  &c.,  of  60/.  per  annum.  The  jointure  to  be 
seer  u  red  on  the  estate,  and  placed  in  the  charge  of  the 
^rt28€.^^s.  A  covenant  is  to  be  drawn  up,  by  which 
Li^^]^^.  General  Sir  W.  Hutchinson  guarantees  that  his 
da.m2^1iter  T.  F.  Hutchinson  shall,  at  the  decease  of  both . 
pa-^-'^Xits,  have  a  property  of  not  less  than  10,000/.  ster- 
Ui3^  ^ten  thousand).  Of  course  this  includes  what  she 
^^11  kave  through  Lady  Hutchinson,  this  property  to  be 
*^^^1^5d  on  her  and  her  children,"  &c. 


Sir  W.  Hutchinsofi's  request,  the  Plaintiff  agreed 

*"^t      Mr.  Allen,  Sir  William's  solicitor,  should  be  em- 

P*^^3^^2d  to  draw  up  the  settlement,  and  Sir  William  ac- 

^^■"^iingly  wrote  to  Mr,  Allen,  requesting  him  to  draw  it 

^P»     ^^nd  inclosing  "a  sketch  whereupon  the  settlements 

^^^     ^Dy  you  to  be  framed,"  being,  as  alleged  by  the  Plain- 

^^^>    ^^he  "  Heads  of  Marriage  Articles"  already  referred  to. 

^  ^^  ^^  letter  contained  these  words,  "  At  the  death  of  my 

t^^^^^^nt  wife,  and  of  myself,  whatever  we  may  die  pos- 

^^^^^  of  will  be  divided  between  our  four  children. 

"*-  ^  ^cdosia^s  portion  whereof  will  then  be  ten  thousand 

V>\xiids." 

An  indenture  was  accordingly  made  between  the 
Plaintiff  of  the  first  part.  Sir  W.  Hutchinson  of  the 
second  part,  Theodosia  Frances  Hutchinson  of  the  third 
part,  and  trustees  of  the  fourth  part,  whereby,  after 
reciting  that  '<  Theodosia  Frances  Hutchinson  would, 

upon 
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1856.        "poo  ^^^  death  of  Sir  W.  Hutchinson  and  his  wife," 
^*^*v-^^      become  entitled  to  a  fortune  consisting  of  stock  in  the 
^  public  funds,  monies  and  other  pergonal   property  to 

HuTGviNsoN.  the  amount  or  value  of  ten  thousand  pounds  sterling 
and  upwards,  and  that  upon  the  treaty  for  the  said 
intended  marriage,  it  was  agreed,  by  and  between  the 
said  Sir  William  Hutchinson  and  Tksodosia  F.  Hutchin- 
son and  the  Plaintiff,  that  the  personal  property  which 
the  said  Theodosia  F.  Hutchinson  would  so  become  enti- 
tled to,  upon  the  death  of  both  her  said  parents, ''  should, 
immediately  upon  the  death  of  Sir  TT,  Hutchinson  and 
his  wife,  be  received  by  the  trustees  and  invested  upon 
the  trusts  thereinafter  declared,"  and,  reciting  the  agree- 
ment as  to  the  pin-money  and  jointure,  is  was  witnessed, 
that,  in  pursuance  and  performance  of  the  agreements, 
&c.,  Sir  W.  Hutchinson  and  Theodosia  F.  Hutchinson, 
thereby  covenanted  with  the  trustees,  that  all  such  sums 
of  money,  and  other  personal  property  and  effects, 
as  Theodosia  F.  Hutchinson  should,  upon  the  death  of 
the  survivor  of  her  parents,  become  entitled  to,  or 
wherein  she  then  had  any  interest,  vested  or  contingent, 
expectant  on  the  deatlis  of  her  parents,  should,  upon  the 
death  of  the  survivor  of  them,  become  vested  in  the 
trustees  thereof  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  contained. 
And  Theodosia  F.  Hutchinson  assigned  the  same  sums 
of  money,  &c.,  to  the  trustees,  upon  trust  to  pay  to 
Theodosia  F,  Hutchinson  the  interest,  dividends  and 
annual  produce  thereof  for  life,  for  her  separate  use, 
without  power  of  anticipation,  and  after  her  decease,  to 
the  Plaintiff  for  life,  and  after  the  decease  of  the  sur- 
vivor, upon  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  the  children  of  the 
marriage,  as  they  should  appoint,  or  should  attain 
twenty-one,  or  marry,  and  in  default  of  children,  in 
trust  for  such  persons  as  Theodosia  F.  Hutchinson 
should  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment,  in  trust 
for  such  persons  as  would,  under  the  Statute  of  Distri- 
bution, 
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but;i  on,  have  become  entitled  to  her  personal  estate,  if       1855. 
she     lad  died  intestate  and  unmarried.    The  settlement 
theTB.  went  on  to  settle  the  pin-money  and  jointure;  but 
it  croDtained  no  covenant  on  the  part  of  Sir  W,  Hutchin-   Hutchinson. 
sarir     «8  to  the  amount  of  his  dauorhter's  fortune. 


Bold 

V, 


"•o 


CI>ii  the  27th  of  jPtfirwary,  1840,  the  marriage  took 
plc^crc,  and  there  was  issue  one  daughter,  who  died  an 
in  Pant,  in  December^  1841,  and  Mrs.  Bold  died  in 
^^^asi,  1842. 

Sir  W.  Hutchinson f  by  his  will,  dated  in  1844,  gave 

^11     the  residue  of  his  property  to  his  wife  for  life,  and 

^■*^r  her  decease,  to  his  three  children  then  living;  but 

®     gH.ve  nothing  to  the  Plaintiff  or  his  wife,  or  the 

^■"^^tees  of  their  settlement.    He  died  in  August y  1845. 

I-»«ic3y  Hutchinson  died  in  Jiine,  1862,  without  having 
^^^••otsed,  or  joined  in  exercising,  the  powersof  appoi^t- 
'*^^»*^   given  by  the  settlement  of  Jtt/y,  1801,  and  there- 
^Pooi    the  Plaintiff  became  entitled  to  a  life  estate  in  his 
'^^'^fe*^  one^fifth  of  the  property  comprised  in  that  settle- 
^^^'^^^   which    amounted    to    about  6,181/.  14^.  only. 
"*^      being  all  the  property  to  which  Mrs.  Bold  was 
"^^■^Icd,  in  her  own  right,  the  Plaintiff  claimed  a  right 
'^    '^^half  of  himself  and  the  trustees  of  the  settlement 
-^^^^ehTuaryy  1840,  that  they  should  rank  as  creditors 
^     ^^e  estate  of  Sir  W,  Hutchinson^  for  such  a  sum,  as 
^^^%.lier  with  the  one-fifth  share,  would  make  up  the 
?^**^    of  10,000/.,  in  which  the  Plaintiff  claimed  a  life 

*^  Vie  Plaintiff  alleged  and  verified  the  statement  by  his 
,^  *^,  that  at  the  interview  between  him  and  Sir  Wil- 
^^^^^  on  the  16th  of  December,  1839,  Sir  William  made 

^    following  statement  :— 

*•  I  pledge  you  my  word,  as  an  officer  and  a  gentle- 
man, 


^ 
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1866.  mvLU,  that  at  my  death  and  Lady  Hutchinson! s^  my 
daughter  will  have  10,000/.  at  the  very  least.  I  have 
made  no  eldest  son,  and  my  children  will  all  share 
HuTCHiNioN.  equally."  The  Plaintiff,  at  the  same  time  or  immediately 
after,  made  a  memorandum  in  writing  in  his  pocket 
book  of  the  representation  and  statement  so  made  to 
him,  and  in  the  words  above  stated. 

The  Plaintiff  alleged,  that  the  treaty  proceeded  upon 
the  footing  of  this  representation,  and  upon  the  faith, 
and  in  consideration  of  it,  the  Plaintiff  agreed  to  make  a 
settlement  on  his  intended  wife,  out  on  his  real  estate, 
of  pin-money  and  jointure. 

From  the  evidence  it  appeared,  that  during  the  prepara- 
tion of  the  settlement  of  February ,  1840,  Mr.  AUen  died, 
and  that  Mr.  Shaw,  who  succeeded  to  his  business, 
had,  at  the  wish  of  Sir  W.  Hutchinson,  completed  it, 
and  the  draft  alone,  when  prepared,  was  without  any 
other  papers  submitted  by  the  Plaintiff  to  Mr.  WUson, 
a  Conveyancer  (since  deceased),  who  made  no  material 
alteration  in  it.  Both  Mr.  Allen  and  Mr.  Shaw  being 
dead,  there  was  no  direct  evidence  as  to  what  were  the 
instructions  upon  which  the  draft  settlement  was  pre- 
pared ;  but  among  the  papers  which  came  to  the  soli- 
citor who  succeeded  Mr.  Shaw,  was  found  one,  the 
Exhibit  marked  C,  being  in  fact  the  *'  Heads  of  Marriage 
Articles,"  already  referred  to,  and  which,  as  well  as  a 
paper  marked  B.,and  substantially  of  the  same  purport, 
was  in  the  handwriting  of  Colonel  UlUiam  Nelson 
Hutchinson,  the  eldest  son  of  Sir  IF.  Hutchinson,  who 
had  acted  for  him  in  the  treaty  for  the  marriage,  and 
had  given  the  Plaintiff  Paper  B.,  and  himself  kept 
Paper  C.  This  latter  the  Plaintiff,  in  his  affidavit, 
stated  was  the  paper  inclosed  in  Sir  W.  Hutchinson's 
letter,  taken  and  delivered  by  the  Plaintiff  to  Mr.  AUen, 
and   therein  called  by  Sir  ffiUiam  ''a  sketch."     The 

Court 
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Court  assumed  that  it  formed  the  instructions  for  the 
settlement,  which  however  did  not  fully  carry  them  out, 
by  inserting  a  covenant  by  Sir  W,  as  to  the  amount  of 
Mrs.  JBoId's  fortune.  Some  alteration  also  was  made  Hutchiniok. 
in  the  settlement  before  it  was  executed,  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  an  insurance  office,  from  which  the 
Plaintiff  was  negociating  a  loan,  by  giving  priority  of  their 
charge  over  the  jointure. 

The  Plaintiff,  by  his  bill,  sought  to  have  his  wife's 
fortune  made  up  to  10,000/.,  and,  if  necessary,  to  have 
^e  settlement  rectified,  and  made  conformable  with  the 
*'  Hea,ds  of  Marriage  Articles." 

M:r.   B.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Seluyn,  for  the  Plaintiff, 
'elied  on  Be  Beil  Y.Thomson  (a). 

J^f-  Roll  and  Mr.  Toller,  for  all  the  substantial  De- 
fenda^^^  cited  Luders  v.  Anstey  (ft) ;  Maunsell  v. 
^*«^c(c);  Money  v.  Jorden(d);  Partyn  v.  Roberts{e); 

^  ^^  arquess  of  Breadalbane  v.  The  Marquess  of  Chan- 

"^^**»  Freeling,  for  the  trustees. 

^^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

^  ^Itink  there  is  no  difficulty  in  determining  that  the 

^-^^iff  is  entitled  to  a  decree.    I  proceed  upon  a  lead- 

8  t^^^nciple,  repeatedly  adopted  and  laid  down  both  by 

.  ,^j"-^>iirts  of  Common  Law  and  of  Equity,  when  dealing 

^^atters  of  this  description;  though  it  is  in  some 

respects 

h]2L^    ^^^'  ^^5  ^'  ^-  ^'^'  W  15  Beav.  372,  reversed  by 

'Z^^^^^  ▼•  ^  ^H  12  a.  the  House  of  Lords. 

^  (Kx    ^-  W  AmbL  314. 

iX   ^  ^«-  501 ;  5  Fei.  213.  (/)  2  Myl  ^  Cr.  739. 

^^^    1  J(«ef  4  Lai.  539.  "^            ^ 


Bold 

V. 
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respects  varied  in  Courts  of  Common  Law,  by  statute,  but 
with  which  I  have  nothing  here  to  do.  The  principle  is 
this : — that  where,  upon  the  marriage  of  two  persons,  a 
Hutchinson,  ^jjird  party  makes  a  representation  upon  the  faith  of 
which  that  marriage  takes  place,  he  shall  be  bound  to 
make  good  that  representation. 

Now  the  state  of  the  case  here  appears  to  be  this: — ^A 
gentleman  proposing  to  a  lady,  applies  to  her  father  for 
his  consent  to  the  marriage,  and,  as  might  naturally  be 
supposed,  the  father  informs  the  intended  husband  what 
her  portion  would  consist  of.  After  that,  a  settlement 
is  made,  and  if  there  were  nothing  more  than  this 
settlement  and  the  representation  proved  to  have  been 
made  by  Sir  William  Hutchinson  at  the  time  when  the 
Plaintiff  applied  to  him  for  his  consent  to  the  marriage, 
I  should  be  of  opinion,  that  Sir  William  Hutchinson  and 
his  estate  would  be  bound  to  make  good  the  represen- 
tation then  made.  The  principle  upon  which  I  proceed 
is  that  which  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  the 
case  of  Montefi4)ri  v.  Montefiori  (a),  in  which  he  says, 
that  'Hhe  law  is,  that  where  upon  proposals  of  marriage 
third  persons  repi*esent  any  thing  material,  in  a  light 
different  from  the  truth,even  though  it  may  be  by  collusion 
with  the  husband,  they  shall  be  bound  to  make  good 
the  thing  in  the  manner  in  which  they  represented  it. 
It  shall  be  as  represented  to  be.*' 

I  am  far  from  saying  that  Sir  William  Hutchinson 
did  represent  any  other  than  the  real  truth  of  the  mat- 
ter, but  what  he  represented  was,  that  the  fortune  of 
his  daughter  consisted  of  10,000/.  and  upwards ;  and  I 
find  a  marriage  settlement  afterwards  executed,  in  which 
there  is  a  recital  that  the  lady  will,  at  the  death  of  the 

survivor 
(a)  1   n  m.  Blackstone,  363. 
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sunrivor  of  Sir  William  Hutchinson  and  Lady  Hutchison        1855. 

Wome  entitled  to  a  portion  consisting  of  various  par- 

ticularSy  amounting  in  value  to  10^000/.  sterling,  or  up- 

wrds.     Sir   William  Hutchinson  is  a   party  to   that  Hutchiwsom. 

settlement,  which  contains  an  express  assertion  that  the 

'ortune  of  the  lady  consisted,  at  least  of  that   sum, 

and  not  that  it  would  consist  of  so  much  if  Sir  William 

-^^tchinson  made  it  up  to  that  amount  by  his  will. 

*  '^e  settlement  also  states,  that  upon  the  treaty  of  the 

'^^rriage,  it  was  agreed,  between  Sir  William  Hutchin- 

**^'*>  and  Mrs.  Bold  and  the  Plaintiff,  that  the  personal 

'^'"^perty  which  Mrs.  Bold  would  so  become  entitled  to, 

*^    the  death  of  her  parents,  (that  is,  the  personal  pro- 

^^^^^y  to  the  amount  or  value  of  10,000/.  sterling  and 

^F^^ivards),  should  be  settled.     Then  I  find,  in  the  first 

*^*^  casing  part,  that,  in  consideration  of  the  marriage, 

'  ^     V^illiam  Hutchinson  and  Miss  Hutchinson  severally 

*^  ^    respectively  covenant,  that  all  these  sums  of  money 

^      the  other  personal  property  of  Miss  Hutchinson 

^^  vi.ld  be  settled.     I  look  in  vain  for  any  cause  or  reason 

■^"  ^T    Sir  William  Hutchinson  should  have  been  made  a 

•""^^  to  this  marriage  settlement,  unless  for  the  purpose 

"^'^  unifying  and  guaranteeing  the  accuracy  of  the  state- 

^^  *^  ^  there  recited,  that  the  fortune  of  the  lady  was  to 

1  ^,0002.  sterling  and  upwards,  which  fortune  was  to 

*^     ^^^^^^«ed  and  come  from  himself  upon  the  death  of  the 

^'"  mvor  of  himself  and  wife. 

_  -•-  ^    has  been  contended  that  a  statement,  that  a  sum 

*-      be  settled  by  will,  will  not  amount  to  an  under- 

^^"•aag  or   promise  which  will   bind   the  person   who 

^^'^c  it:  and  to  this  extent  I  concur  in  the  observation, 

-^•»  where  there  is  no  statement  of  a  specific  sum,  as 

^'^g  actually  the  property  of  the  lady,  which  is  to  be 

^^  ^«tUed.     I  look  at  the  other  documents  referred  to 

*^  this  cause,  and  I  only  see  in  them  a  confirmation  of 

^OL,  XX.  8  the 
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1856.  ^c  statement  that  is  there  made.  In  the  first  place,  I 
look  at  the  Exhibits  marked  B.  and  C,  which  are  "  the 
heads  of  marriage  articles  between  the  Rev.  J7.  Bold 
and  Theodosia  Frances  Hutchinson,^'  and  I  find  that  it 
is  stated,  that  a  covenant  is  to  be  drawn  op,  by  which 
Lieutenant-General  Hutchinson  guarantees  that  his 
daughter  shall,  at  the  decease  of  her  parents,  have  a 
fortune  of  not  less  than  10,000/.  sterling.  I  find,  also, 
that  in  the  letter  marked  D.,  which  was  written  and 
sent  to  Mr.  Allen,  the  solicitor,  who  prepared  the  settle- 
ment. Sir  William  states,  that  at  the  death  of  his  present 
wife  and  himself,  "  whatever  we  may  die  possessed  of, 
will  be  divided  between  our  four  children.  Theodosia's 
portion  thereof  will  be  10,000/."  It  is  to  be  observed, 
in  this  case,  that  considering  the  length  of  time  which 
has  elapsed,  and  the  necessary  infirmity  of  human  me- 
mory upon  such  subjects,  it  is  absolutely  necessary  for 
the  Court  to  proceed  and  act  upon  the  written  docu- 
ments which  are  not  susceptible  of  change.  I  see  in 
these  documents,  as  I  think,  a  reasonable  explanation 
why  no  covenant  was  introduced  into  the  settlement. 
It  was  considered  that  the  fortune  of  the  lady  did  not 
depend  on  the  will  of  Sir  William  Hutchinson,  for  here, 
in  fact,  is  a  statement  that  she  was  entitled  to  that  sum 
of  money  on  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  her  parents; 
and  although,  undoubtedly,  it  would  have  been  a  more 
proper  course  to  have  introduced  an  express  covenant 
on  the  subject,  yet  I  can  well  understand,  that  both  the 
conveyancer  who  prepared  the  settlement,  and  Mr. 
Wilson,  who  afterwards  looked  over  it,  considered  that 
it  was  not  necessary  to  introduce  any  covenant  on  the 
part  of  Sir  William  Hutchinson,  inasmuch  as  the  recital 
was  positive  and  distinct,  that  tiie  fortune  of  the  lady 
consisted  of  that  which  was  there  stated.  It  was  con- 
tended, that  this  is  not  the  representation  of  an  existing 
fact ;  but  if  I  am  right  in  the  view  that  I  take  of  this 

case. 
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caBCy  it  18  equally  the  representation  of  an  existing  fact, 

iffhetber  the  statement  is  that  the  lady,  on  the  death  of 

the  survivor  of  two  persons,  is  entitled  to  a  sum  of 

mouey  amounting  to  10,000/.,  or  that  she  is,  at  that  Hutchimsoh. 

iDomeat  entitled  to  it. 

I  look  upon  the  case  in  this  way : — Suppose,  upon 

the  marriage  of  a  lady,  her  intended  husband  applies  to 

the  fether,  and  asks  him,  or  without  being  asked  the 

iather  states,  that  the  fortune  his  daughter  is  entitled  to 

u  10,000/.,  and  that  thereupon  a  settlement  is  drawn 

^P  reciting  that  she  is  entitled  to  a  sum  of  10,000/., 

^old  this    Court  allow  the  father  afterwards  to  say 

Aatshe  is  not  entitled  to  any  sum  of  10,000/.,  and  that 

**er  fortune  in  fact  amounts  to  nothing?    It  is  to  be  ob- 

•^''ved,  that  if  the  contention  of  the  Defendant  be  cor- 

'^^^t,  this  lady  might  now  be  alive  with  a  large  family 

^^  children,  and  not  one  farthing  could  she  have  re- 

9^tred  from  her  father  or  family.     I  have  no  doubt, 

<Qat  if  she  had  lived,  and  had  had  a  family,  the  circum- 

stances  would  have  been  different,  and  that  this  ques- 

^^'J  would  never  have  arisen  between  the  parties.    And 

Apprehend  that  (as  is  fairly  stated  in  the  evidence  of 

^^Jonel  Hutchinson)  his  father  would  have  been  morally 

"^uqcJ  to  have  left  the  same  sum  to  Mrs.  Bold  as  to  his 

other  children,  and  that  the  intention  would  have  been 

^"^ed  into  effect     But  moral  obligations  in  matters  of 

this  description,  as  they  are  treated  in  Courts  of  Equity, 

^  co-extensfve  with  and  not  different  from  legal  obli- 

ptions,  where  they  are  expressed  in  clear  and  distinct 

wnguage.    No  doubt  vague  and  ambiguous  represen- 

^n«  might  be  made  to  persons  on  marriage,  which 

'"'^t  create  expectations  and  belief  which  the  person 

mking  them  might  be   morally,  though  not  legally, 

hound  to  execute ;  but  where  the  matter  is  clearly  and 

distinctly  expressed,  then  in  my  opinion  the  legal  obli- 

s  2  gation 
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1866.       gation  follows  the  moral  obligation,  and  is  co-extensive 

^"^^^^^^      with  it. 
Bold 

V. 

HoTCHiKsoM.  Now,  it  is  to  be  observed  (which  makes  the  distinc- 
tion in  this  case),  that  assuming  the  memorandum  made 
by  Mr.  Bold,  when  the  representation  was  made  to  him 
by  Sir  William  Hutchinson,  to  be  a  correct  statement 
of  what  he  then  said,  it  appears,  that  Sir  William  then 
stated,  that  the  lady's  fortune  would  at  least  be  10,000/., 
that  he  intended  to  leave  all  his  children  equally.  That 
statement  being  followed  by  a  settlement  of  this  descrip- 
tion, in  my  opinion  renders  two  matters  obvious,  one  is, 
that  the  obligation  to  make  good  the  10,000/.  is  imposed 
on  Sir  William  ;  but  that  a  legal  obligation  to  leave  his 
daughter,  Mrs.  Bold,  an  equal  fortune  with  the  rest  of 
his  children  does  not  follow.  He  merely  states  that  as 
a  general  expression  of  his  intention,  but  not  as  a  thing 
which  would  bind  him  or  his  estate.  It  might  be,  that 
upon  the  death  of  Sir  William  Hutchinson,  his  fortune 
might  be  such  that,  if  equally  divided,  it  would  have 
left  Mrs.  Bold  a  fortune  of  20,000/.  instead  of  10,000/., 
yet,  in  my  opinion,  she  would  only  have  been  entitled 
to  the  10,000/.  which  is  there  clearly  expressed,  and 
this  distinction,  as  it  appears  to  me,  affords  the  rule 
which  governs  cases  of  this  description. 

In  the  case  of  Be  Biel  v.  Thomson  (a)  there  was  an  ex- 
press statement  by  the  father  that  he  intended  to  leave 
another  sum  of  10,000/.  to  be  settled ;  upon  the  faith  of 
that  statement  the  marriage  took  place ;  thereupon  the 
Court  held  him  bound  to  perform  that  obligation.  The 
case  of  Munsell  v.  White  (b)  marks  the  distinction  ;  the 
statement  made  by  the  uncle  was  one  leaving  it  entirely 
in  his  own  will  and  pleasure  to  do  exactly  as  he  might 

think 
(a)  3  Beav.  469.  (6)  1  Jtmet  if  Lot.  539. 
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think  fit,  if  altered  circumstances  should  induce  him  to  1856. 
change  his  intention.  That  representation  was  made  to  ^"-"^v^^^ 
the  friends  of  the  lady,  who  ought  not  to  have  been  „, 

misled  by  it;  the  representation  was  of  what  he  had  HoTCHWioii. 
done  then,  but  that  he  did  not  intend  to  be  bound  by 
it  for  the  future  ;  and  that,  although  he  had  by  his  will 
left  his  Ttpperary  estates  to  the  intended  husband,  he 
might  alter  it,  ''  if  some  unforeseen  occurrence  should 
take  place."  That  distinguishes  it  from  the  present  case. 
There  are  only  two  other  cases  to  which  I  think  it  ne- 
cessary to  refer.  In  Montefiari  v.  Montefiori{a\  the 
brother,  on  the  intended  marriage  of  another  brother, 
stated  to  the  friends  of  the  lady  that  he  owed  him  a 
sum  of  money  (which  was  not  the  fact) ;  he  was  com- 
pelled to  make  that  good.  In  Neville  v.  Wilkinsan(b) 
a  person  was  asked  to  make  out  a  list  of  the  debts  due 
from  the  intended  husband.  In  doing  so,  he  omitted  a 
large  sum  of  money  due  to  himself,  on  the  belief  and 
the  representation  made  by  the  intended  husband,  that  if 
he  made  that  statement,  it  would  prevent  the  marriage 
taking  place.  After  the  marriage  had  taken  place,  he 
insisted  on  enforcing  that  debt  against  the  husband, 
upon  which  Lord  Thurlow  granted  a  perpetual  injunc- 
tion to  restrain  him  for  ever  enforcing  that  debt  against 
him  ;  Lord  Eldon^  in  a  subsequent  case  of  the  Vauxhall 
Bridge  Company  v.  The  Earl  of  Spencer{c),  stated,  **  he 
remembered  arguing  that  case  with  obstinacy,  but  Lord 
Thurlow  thought,  that  having  made  a  representation,  a 
Court  of  Equity  must  hold  him  to  it."  All  those  de- 
cisions appear  to  me  to  indicate  the  principle  which 
governs  the  present  case. 

It  is  impossible  for  me  to  adopt  the  view,  which  Mr. 
Toller  wishes  me  to  take,  that  the  proposed  mortgage 

of 
(a)  1  If.  Blacktttme,  363.    (6)  1  Bro.  C.  C.543.    (f)  Jacob,  ^.  67. 
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of  Mr.  BoWs  property  to  the  insurance  company  for 
10,000/.  made  a  difference  in  the  arrangements,  because, 
in  fact,  the  evidence  of  Colonel  Hutchinson  rebuts  such 


HuTCBiMtoii.   a  presumption. 


I  am  of  opinion,  in  the  absence  of  any  clear  and 
distinct  evidence,  which  unfortunately  arises  from  the 
death  of  both  Mr.  Allen  and  Mr.  Shaw,  that  the  rea- 
sonable inference  is,  that  the  Exhibit  D.,  the  letter 
written  by  Sir  William  Hutchinson  to  Mr.  Allen,  did 
contain  in  it  Exhibit  C,  which  is  the  proposal  in  the 
handwriting  of  Colonel  Hutchinson,  which  was  after- 
wards found  among  Mr.  Shaw's  papers.  He  incloses  a 
sketch.  What  is  that  sketch  ?  I  find  that  there  were  two 
sketches,  B.  and  C,  which  were  substantially  the  same. 
1 6nd  a  letter  written  by  Sir  William  Hutchinson  to  Mr. 
Allen,  in  which  he  states  that  he  incloses  a  sketch  for 
the  purpose  of  preparing  the  settlement.  The  natural 
inference  is,  that  it  would  be  one  of  those  two  sketches 
which  had  been  prepared  by  Colonel  Hutchinson,  who 
was  authorized  to  act  for  Sir  William  Hutchinson  in 
this  matter.  I  find  that  document  C,  which  answers 
exactly  that  description,  among  the  papers  of  Mr. 
Allen,  I  find  that  it  afterwards  came  to  Mr.  Shaw,  and 
subsequently,  to  his  successors  in  business.  The  rea- 
sonable and  natural  inference  is,  that  that  document 
was  the  document  there  referred  to.  Then,  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  this  settlement  was  prepared  by  Mr.  Allen 
with  the  view  of  carrying  those  instructions  into  effect. 
A  possible  explanation  of  the  omission  of  any  express 
covenant  by  Sir  William  Hutchinson  in  the  settlement, 
that  the  fortune  of  the  lady  should  not  fall  short  of 
10,000/.,  is  to  be  found  in  the  suggestion  which  I  have 
already  made,  that  it  was  believed  that  this  sum  did 
not,  in  fact,  depend  upon  his  will,  but  that  the  excess 
only  beyond  the  10,000/.  depended  on  his  further  bounty, 

and 
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and  yvhtit  he  might  leave^  and  that  that  further  bounty        1856. 

was  intended  to  be  settled  also ;  this  explains  the  whole,      '''^''' 

and   shews  why  no  covenant  was  introduced  by   Sir  v, 

William  Hutchinson  guaranteeing  that  the  fortune  of  Hutchihsoh. 

the  lady  should  amount  to  10,000/.     In  fact,  as  I  have 

before  stated,  Sir  William  Hutchinson,  being  made  a 

party  to  the  settlement,  and  joining  in  the  covenant  to 

the  trustees  that  the  fortune  of  the  lady  shall  be  so 

settled,  seems  to  me  to  have  been  the  mode  by  which 

the  Conveyancer   intended   to  carry   into   effect  that 

clause  of  the  settlement  by  which  he  guaranteed  that 

the  fortune  should  not  be  less  than  10,000/.    Why  it 

was  left  vague  seems  to  me  to  be  explainable  by  the 

supposition,  that   her  fortune  might  be  a  good  deal 

°iore  than  10,000/.,  but  to  that  extent,  at  all  events, 

'^  Was  to  be  settled,  and  that  whatever  more  she  might 

S^^f  from  her  father's  bounty,  or  on  the  death  of  her 

^*^her  and  mother,  was  also  to  be  settled. 

^pon  the  grounds  and  principles  I  have  stated,  I  am 

^'  ^pinioD,  that  where  a  statement  is  made,  that  state- 

l^^ot  must  be  made  good  ;  and  that,  if  the  representa- 

"OO  had  been  made  by  Sir  William  Hutchinson,  that  the 

^*iBtiog  fortune  of  the  lady  was  10,000/.,  I  could  not 

*^^  allowed  him,  in  his  lifetime,  to  have  denied  the 

^^curacy  of  that  representation,  but  should  have  com- 

P^Ued  iiii^^  fortune  to  be  settled ;  and,  being  dead,  I  am 

^^pelled  to  hold  his  assets  are  bound  to  make  good 

"**  assertion,  that  the  fortune  of  the  lady   upon   the 

^^th   of  the  survivor  of  Sir  William  Hutchinson  and 

^^y  Hutchinson  did  amount  to  10,000/.     I  must  ac- 

^^dingly  make  a  declaration  to  that  effect. 

In  my  opinion,  it  is  not  necessary  to  reform  the  settle- 
ii^^nt,  and  I  studiously  abstain  from  making  any  ob- 
servation as  to  whether,  if  it  were  necessary  to  reform 

it, 
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1865.  1^  I  should  think  it  was  the  province  or  duty  of  this 
Court  to  reform  this  settlement  for  the  purpose  of 
making  it  conformable  with  the  heads  of  arrangement 
which  were  sent  to  Mr.  Allen.  I  think  it,  however,  a 
material  circumstance,  that,  so  far  as  1  can  judge  from  the 
bill  of  costs  and  the  evidence  before  me,  that  those  heads 
of  settlement  constituted  the  only  instructions  which  Mr. 
Allen  had  to  deal  with,  for  the  purpose  of  preparing  the 
settlement,  and  that,  in  fact,  no  communication  what- 
ever took  place  between  him  and  Sir  William  Hutchin- 
son after  the  interview  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Mr. 
Allen  in  London.  I  find  also  that  Mr.  Shaw,  in  the 
statement  which  he  makes  after  Mr.  Allen's  death, 
shews  that,  in  fact,  the  draft  of  the  settlement  had  been 
already  prepared  upon  the  instructions  which  Mr.  Allen 
had  then  received. 

The  result  is,  in  my  opinion,  that  I  must  make  a  de- 
claration upon  the  grounds  I  have  stated. 


Note. — Affirmed  by  Lord  Cranworth,  on  other  grounds,  Nooem^ 
ber  7,  1855. 
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C50LE  V.  LEE. 

March  16,  19. 
Ci  XJBJECT  to  the  life  interest  of  herself  and  her  hus-  Under  a  direo- 
band,  Mrs.  Tuder  had,  in  the  events  which  hap-  J°(^  foj^^ 
P^ned,  an  absolute  power  of  appointment  over  certain  benefit  of  A. 

^^^^l  and  personal  estate  vested  in  trustees.  ftllowSi  by  • 

direction  to 

fiy  her  will,  made  in  1819,  Mrs.  Tuder  'appointed  interest  atfive 

^H.t  the  trustees  should  stand  seised  and  be  possessed  P^"  c«"t.  on 
P  ^  that  lum,  to 

®^   this  property,  in  trust  as  follows : — "  In   the  first  A,  during  her 

place,  out  of  all  such  real  and  personal  property,  as  soon  owTo  her 

^  coQveniently  may  be  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  children  of  the 

^*    'tis  (viz.  herself  and  her  husband),  to  raise  and  set  guJiu"    Held, 

«Pa.rt  the  sum  of  6,000/.  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Bri-  ^•t  ^^^^^  •* 
A    •  .  five  per  cent. 

'^^^«  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  my  niece  Elizabeth  was  not  to  be 

Cbfc  and  of  her  issue,  as  after  mentioned,  and  to  raise  ^^'ju^^® 

^^'^rf  pay  interest  on  the  said  sum  of  6,000/.,  at  the  rate  the  whole  life 

^f  5f.  per  cent,  per  annum^  to  be  computed  firom  the  Merely  until 

"^<2eaae  of  such  survivor  as  aforesaid,  which  interest  shall  ^^  5,000/ had 

^  paid  to  my  said  niece  or  her  assigns,  during  her  life, 

^^^  her  and  their  own  absolute  use  and  benefit. 

**  And  from  and  after  her  decease,  as  to  the  said 

P'^^^^cipal  sum  of  5,000/.,  in  trust  for  the  sons  of  Eliza- 

^th     Cole,   who   should   attain   twenty-one,   and  her 

oaugbters  who  should  attain  that  age  or  marry,  equally. 

~id  in  case  they  should  be  under  age,  &c.,  the  *  interest 

^^  dividends  of  so  much  of  the  said  last-mentioned 

^^f^t  money*"  as  should  not  be  then  payable,  should 

^  ^lied  in  their  maintenance,  until  their  shares  **  of 

^  said  principal  should  be  payable. 

And 


COLB 
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And  as  to  all  the  residue  of  the  property,  **  subject 
to  the  raising  and  payment  thereout  of  the  said  sum 
of  SfiOOL  as  aforesaid/'  in  trust  for  other  persons. 

Mrs.  Tudor  died  in  1823,  her  husband  died  in  1840, 
and  Elizabeth  Cole  became  Mrs.  Lee. 

After  the  death  of  Mr.  Tudor,  the  Plaintiffs,  who 
were  interested  in  the  property,  subject  to  the  charge 
of  5,000/.  and  interest,  paid  Elizabeth  Lee  250/.  a  year 
down  to  1854,  when  they  paid  the  6,000/.  into  Court 
under  the  Trustee  Relief  Act^  and  it  was  invested  by 
the  Accountant- General  in  Consols.  But  Mrs.  Lee 
having  insisted  that  she  was  entitled,  out  of  the  real 
and  personal  estate,  during  her  life,  to  the  payment  of 
250/.  a  year,  or  so  much  thereof  as  might  not  be  paid 
out  of  the  dividends  of  the  Consols,  a  special  case 
was  prepared  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court :  first,  as  to 
whether  the  real  and  personal  estate,  appointed  by 
Mrs.  Tudor,  were  still  chargeable  with  the  payment  of 
the  250/.  a  year,  during  the  life  of  Mrs. Zee;  secondly, 
whether  that  property  was  wholly  relieved  from  the 
charge  by  the  payment  of  the  5,000/.  into  Court ;  or 
thirdly,  whether  it  was  only  partially  relieved  to  the 
extent  of  the  dividends  on  the  Consols. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Pemberton,  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
argued,  that  the  interest  was  a  mere  accessory  to  the 
capital,  and  was  only  charged  on  the  estate  until  the 
principal  sum  had  been  raised. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Goldsmid,  for  the  Defend- 
ants, argued,  that  the  direction  was  positive,  to  raise 
interest  at  5/.  per  cent.,  and  pay  it  to  Mrs.  Lee  during 
her  life.    They  cited  Arnold  v.  Arnold  (a). 

Both 

(a)  2  MyL  ^  K.  365. 
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IBoih  sides  commented  on  the  terms  of  the  instra-       1865. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

There  is  considerable  obscurity  arising  from  some  of 
(be  words  of  the  will ;  but  I  think  that  the  construction 
to  be  put  upon  them  is  not  open  to  much  doubt.  I  see 
Bothing  in  this  will  pointing  to  successive  raising  of 
interest,  and  it  is  obvious  that  if  the  construction  put  on 
it  were  to  secure  6/.  per  cent  per  annum  to  Mrs.  Lee,  it 
would  be  necessary,  if  the  interest  ever  fell  short,  to 
make  a  Airther  charge  for  the  deficiency.  It  appears 
to  me,  that  the  construction  to  be  put  on  this  clause  is 
this  :*-that  when  the  sum  of  6,000Z.  was  raised,  interest 
'^s  also  to  be  raised  up  to  that  period,  at  the  rate  of  6/. 
P®^  cent,  per  annum. 

lie  words  of  the  will  point,  in  the  first  place,  to  a 
life  interest  in  the  legacy.  The  words  are  these : — "  in 
^">«t  .  . .  after  mentioned."  That  is  to  say,  6,000/.  are 
^  l^e  raised  for  the  benefit  of  her  niece  and  her  issue, 
^^  after  mentioned."  That  alone  would  be  sufficient 
^  ^hew  that  Elizabeth  Lee  was  to  take  a  life  interest 
^^^^T  the  death,  in  this  sum  of  5,000/.,  which  was  after- 
^"^rd»  to  be  divided  amongst  her  children. 

The  testatrix   goes  on  thus,  which   are  the  words 

^"icli  create  the  ambiguity  : — "  and  to  raise  and  pay 

'  •  •  ms  aforesaid  "     If  the  words  stood  there,  I  should 

entertain   very  little  doubt  that  they  meant,  to  raise 

tt^d    pay  interest  upon  the  same,  from  the  death  of 

^*  survivor,  up  to  the  time  when  it  is  raised,  it  being 

obnouB  that  it  could  not  be  raised  simultaneously  with 

^  death  of  the  survivor,  for  some  interval  of  time 

n^t  necessarily  elapse  between  the  death  and  the 

^iog  of  the  money ;  and  the  fact  of  appointing  that 

interest 
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1865.  interest  at  6/.  per  cent,  should  be  paid,  would  naturally 
accelerate  the  raising  of  the  money  as  speedily  as  it 
could  be  accomplished. 

She  then  says,  ''  which  interest,  &c twenty- 
one  years."  Now  the  true  effect  of  that  clause  is,  that 
the  testatrix  did  not  contemplate  successive  raising  of 
interest,  which  would  be  a  very  serious  evil  and  incon- 
venience to  the  estate.  It  is  obvious  that  such  might 
be  the  effect,  if  I  adopted  Mr.  Goldsmid*s  argument, 
because  the  trustees  were  bound  to  raise  the  6,000/.  at 
once,  and  set  it  apart,  so  that  if  the  interest  fell  short  of 
260/.  in  any  year,  the  additional  interest  could  only  be 
raised  by  a  fresh  mortgage  or  charge  on  the  property. 
The  amount  of  interest  due  at  the  time  the  5,000/.  was 
raised  was  ascertained,  and  it  would  be  no  greater  ex- 
pense to  raise  the  sum  of  5,000/.,  together  with  the 
interest  that  had  then  accrued  due,  at  the  rate  of  5/. 
per  cent.,  than  it  would  be  to  raise  6,000/.  alone ;  but 
the  difficulty  of  raising  the  deficiency  of  income  subse- 
quently would  be  very  great,  unless  it  was  done  by  a 
prospective  raising  of  a  gross  sum,  which  would  also 
give  rise  to  considerable  expense  and  inconvenience. 
The  clause  to  which  I  was  referred  as  to  maintenance 
has,  on  my  mind,  an  efiect  opposite  to  what  was 
intended.  It  directs  that  the  interest  and  dividends 
should  be  paid  for  maintenance,  but  there  is  nothing  to 
show  that  she  anticipated  a  different  rate  of  interest  to 
be  paid  to  the  children  for  their  maintenance  and  edu- 
cation, than  to  their  mother.  It  is  obvious  that  the 
expression  "  which  interest,"  refers  to  the  interest  at  6/. 
per  cent,  up  to  the  time  when  the  capital  was  raised. 

Again,  the  whole  of  the  residue  is  given  "  subject  to 
the  raising  and  payment  thereout  of  the  sum  of  5,000/. 
as  aforesaid ;*  but  the  whole  of  the  residue  could  not 

be 
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he  applied,  if  there  were  to  be  subsequent  and  successive  1856. 
raisiogs  of  interest  to  make  up  the  deficiency  which 
m  imst  necessarily  arise  if  the  6,000/.  were  vested  in  a 
permanent  security.  Admitting  the  principle  of  con- 
stroction,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court,  if  possible, 
U>  reconcile  all  the  parts  of  an  instrument,  I  think  that 
this  oan  only  be  done  by  saying,  that  the  passage  has 
reference  to  the  interest  to  be  paid  up  to  the  time  of 
raisiQg  the  capital  6um  of  6,000/.,  but  no  limit  is  to  be 
placed  on  such  interest  at  the  rate  of  6/.  per  cent.,  if 
tl^e  money  is  not  raised,  except  the  life  of  Elizabeth 
^^«.  The  result  is,  that  the  case  must  be  answered  on 
the  first  point  in  the  negative,  and  on  the  second  in  the 
affirntiative. 


i 


MINET  i;.  LEMAN.  ^^-28. 

^.^^^  MarcJi  1,  24. 

f^lJE  Plaintiff,  Mr.  Minetf  was  tenant  for  life  of  a  The  Incloture 

gavelkind  estate,  at  Brasted,  in  Kent,  with  re-  S"S"und'er 

^"^^^der  over,  and  he  was  seised  in  fee  of  a  freehold  the  provisioM 

at  JStxyes,  in  Middlesex.     He  had  taken  proceed-  jnclosure  Act 

ings(8«5»/^- 

p^.^^*|3K«  an  exchange,  thouch  no  inclosure  is  contemplated,*  which  will  be  binding  on 
^T^^^vit  under  legiu  disabilitv ;  and  under  their  authority  an  exchange  may  be  effected, 
M^^(^^.rtiet  having  a  limited  interest,  of  lands  of  common  socage  tenure  for  lands  c^ 

-^j^^^nd  tenure  in  different  counties. 
1^    ^^  ^ere,  under  this  act,  gavelkind  lands  in  Kent  are  exchanged  for  common  socaffe 
^^^^^J^^jiddlneXf  the  tenures  of  the  exchanged  lands  are  not  altered,  but  the  Kent  landa 
ll^r^^i^  of  gavelkind  tenure,  and  the  MiddUtcr  lands  of  common  socage  tenure.   (Per 

a.^^.^'^aster  of  the  Rolls,  ud  guare. ) 
Ukr^^^^  ^^  section  of  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  118,  is  confined  to  the  exchanges  in  cases  of 

wl^^^^re  mentioned  in  the  92nd  section. 

^^^<|.  ^«  general  words  of  a  statute  are  not  to  be  so  construed  as  to  alter  the  previous 

Y^^^^3r  of  the  law,  unless  no  sense  or  meaning  can  be  put  upon  those  words  consis- 

^*3r  with  the  intention  of  preserving  the  existing  policy  untouched ;  but  the  title 

1^  .l^reamble  of  the  General  I nclosure  Act  being  quite  general,  the  words  of  the  147th 

^^^^^n  appear  to  be  so  genera],  as  to  make  it  impossible  to  limit  them  to  exchanges  of 

/^^olds  of  the  same  species,  notwithstanding  inconveniences  and  seeming  ii\juBtice  to 

[^^cse  possible  evils  and  inconveniences  are  provided  for  by  the  appointment  of  Coro- 
™*>meii,  whose  duty  it  is  to  ascertain  and  approve  of  the  propriety  of  the  exchanges 
^*»t«  they  can  be  effected. 
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ings  to  effect  an  exchange  of  these  two  estates,  but 
before  they  had  been  perfected,  the  Defendant,  Mr. 
Lemarij  contracted  to  purchase  from  him  the  Kent 
estate,  for  4,000/.,  subject  to  certain  conditions  of  sale. 

The  only  condition  which  it  is  necessary  to  mention 
is  the  sixth,  which  was  in  these  words :-— ''  The  re- 
mainder of  the  property  comprised  in  the  particulars 
and  plan,  is  in  the  course  of  being  exchanged  for  fee 
simple  property  in  Middlesex^  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Act  of  Parliament  for  the  iuclosure,  exchange  and 
improrementof  land,  and  which  exchange  has  proceeded 
so  far  as  the  issuing  of  advertisements  preliminary  to 
the  order  for  the  exchange  being  confirmed  by  the  In- 
closure  Commissioners.  The  effect  of  such  exchange 
will  be,  to  transfer  to  the  property  comprised  in  this 
sale,  the  title,  which,  up  to  the  completion  of  the  ex- 
change, was  or  is  applicable  to  the  Middlesex  property. 
The  title,  therefore,  which  the  vendor  will  produce  to  the 
property  comprised  in  this  sale,  will  be  that  relating  to 
the  Middlesex  estate,  and  the  vendor  shall  not  be  re- 
quired to  produce,  nor  shall  any  objection  or  requisition 
be  made  or  taken  in  respect  of  the  title,  applicable  to 
the  property  mentioned  in  the  foregoing  particulars 
prior  to  the  completion  of  such  exchange."  It  then 
provided  that  the  production  of  the  order  for  the  ex- 
change, duly  confirmed  by  the  Commissioners,  should 
'^  be  deemed  conclusive  evidence  that  the  exchange  had 
been  duly  effected  and  completed  under  the  above  men- 
tioned acts." 

The  order  for  the  exchange  was  duly  confirmed  by 
the  Commissioners,  but  the  Defendant  objected,  that 
the  Commissioners  had  no  authority,  under  the  Inclo- 
sure  Acts,  to  make  an  order  for  the  exchange  of  lands 
of  common  law  freehold  tenure,  and  lands  of  gavelkind 

tenure, 
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tenure,  but  only  of  lands  of  freehold  tenure,  for  lands  of 
the  same  species  of  tenure;  and  he  insisted  that  the  147th 
section  of  the  General  Inclosure  Act  (8  &  9  Vict.  c.  1 18), 
was  to  be  restricted  to  that  limited  construction ;  and 
be  refused  to  complete,  on  the  ground  of  there  being 
no  title  shewn  (a). 


1856. 


The  Plaintiff  filed  his  bill  for  specific  performance, 
and  the  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard,  but  the  suit 
was  treated  as  if  it  had  been  instituted  to  obtain  the 


(«)  The  H7th  section  of  the 
8  &  9  Vkt.  c  118,  is  in  these 
words  : — 

''  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
tbf  commissioDers,  upon  the  ap- 
plicaUoQ  in  writing  of  the  per- 
•o»«  interested,  according  to  the 
definition  hereinbefore  contained, 
10  lands  not  subject  to  be  inclosed 
^>^^  this  act,  or  in  lands  subject 
to  be  inclosed  under  this  act  as  to 
*hich  Qo  proceedings  for  an  in- 
*^**yre  shall  be  pending,  and  who 
iSil  ^^''®  ^°  effect  an  exchange 
?  «iids  in  which  they  respec- 
jT®*y  ,»hall  be  so  interested,  to 
""*ct  inquiries  whether  such  pro- 
P*?"^  exchange  would  be  bene- 
°°*l,to  the  owners  of  such  re- 
•l*^^e  lands;  and  in  case  the 
^^miaaioners  shall  be  of  opinion 
J^t  such  exchange  would  be  be- 
"*"«i«l,  and  that  the  terms  of  the 
P"*P<^«ed  exchange  are  just  and 
[f^'otiable,  they  shall,  unless  no- 
^  ^  dinent  to  the  proposed  ex- 
<^°*nj{e  shall  be  given,  under  the 
P'^^^ision  hereinafter  contained, 
^*^  to  be  framed  and  confirmed 
^aer  the  hands  and  seal  of  the 
^^^^'^iMioners,  an  order  of  ex- 
^^*^8«»  with  a  map  or  plan  there- 
^^o  annexed,  in  which  order  shall 
■?  specified  and  shewn  the  lands 
^*t?  *^^  taken  in  exchange  by 
*f<^b  person  so  interested  respec- 
^^'Jjy ;  and  a  copy  of  such  onier, 
^"^  the  leal  of  the  commission- 


opinion 

ers,  shall  be  delivered  to  each  of 
the  parties  on  whose  application 
the  exchange  shall  have  been 
made  ;  and  such  order  of  ex- 
change shall  be  good,  valid  and 
effectual  in  the  law,  to  all  intents 
and  purposes  whatsoever,  and 
shall  be  in  nowise  liable  to  be 
impeached  by  reason  of  any  in- 
firmity of  estate  or  defect  of  title 
of  the  persons  on  whose  applica- 
tion the  same  shall  have  been 
made ;  and  the  land  taken  upon 
every  such  exchange  shall  be  and 
enure  to,  for  and  upon  the  same 
uses,  trusts,  intents  and  purposes, 
and  subject  to  the  same  conditions, 
charges  and  incumbrances,  as  the 
lands  given  on  such  exchange 
would  have  stood  limited  or  been 
subject  to  in  case  such  order  had 
not  been  made ;  and  all  expenses 
with  reference  to  such  order  and 
exchange,  or  the  inquiries  in  re- 
lation thereto,  or  to  any  proposed 
exchange,  shall  be  borne  by  the 
persons  on  whose  application  such 
order  shall  have  been  made  or 
such  inquiries  undertaken:  pro- 
vided always,  that  no  exchanfi;e 
shall  be  made  of  any  land  held 
in  right  of  any  church  or  chapel, 
or  other  ecclesiastical  benence, 
without  the  consent,  testified  in 
writing,  of  the  Bishop  of  the 
diocese  and  the  patron  of  such 
benefice/* 
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1866.       opinion  of  the  Court  upon  the  title^  so  far  as  it  depended 
on  the  validity  of  the  exchange. 


Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Pole,  for  the  Plaintiffi  The 
General  Inclosure  Act  (8  &  9  VicL  c.  1 18)  gives  to  the 
Commissioners  power  to  authorize  the  exchange,  first, 
of  inclosure  lands  by  award  ;  and  secondly,  of  non- 
incloseable  lands,  by  order.  The  147th  section  gives 
express  authority  in  the  latter  case,  without  any  re- 
striction as  to  tenure.  Under  this  section,  gavelkind 
lands  may  be  exchanged  for  freehold  or  common  socage 
lands,  for  they  are  really  of  the  same  tenure.  Gravel- 
kind  lands  are  freeholds,  but  with  different  incidents,  as 
to  descent,  dower,  curtesy,  and  the  like.  The  distinction 
is  between  lands  of  socage  tenures  and  villenage,  which 
comprises  copyhold  and  customary  tenures;  Co.  Lit  {a); 
Wright's  Tenures(b);  2 Black.  Comm.(c);  and  this  sub- 
division is  preserved  in  the  Inclosure  Acts.  Again,  that 
gavelkind  is  freehold  is  proved  by  its  being  within  the 
writ  of  assize.  Gavelkind  being  therefore  freehold,  may, 
under  the  147th  section,  be  exchanged  for  other  free- 
holds, wherever  situate.  Under  a  power  of  sale  and  ex- 
change in  a  deed  or  will,  gavelkind  may  be  exchanged  for 
freehold,  then  why  should  not  the  same  thing  be  done 
under  a  Parliamentary  power?  But  it  will  be  objected, 
that  this  is  impossible,  because  the  rights  of  the  parties  in 
one  estate  would  be  varied  by  substituting  another  estate 
of  a  distinct  and  different  tenure,  but  the  answer  is  this: — 
That  the  tenures  as  well  as  the  titles  are  shifted,  and  thus 
no  change  takes  place  in  the  rights  of  the  parties  (d). 
[The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  The  objection  is,  that  by 
changing  the  tenures,  gavelkind  lands  would  be  raised 

up 

(«)  Co,   LUt.  53  b  ;    116  a  ;  (r)  Pages  79,  84. 

8. 172,  c.  11.  (</)  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  118,  as.  94, 

(6)  Pages  203—206  (4th  edit.)      147. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

"P  a.11  over  the  country.]  The  same  might  be  said  of  copy- 

^^Icls,  yet  the  acts  are  positive  (a).     Exchanges  have 

*>eei3  made  to  a  great  extent  on  the  faith  of  this  con- 

^^*"ttction,  as  appears  from  the  returns  to  Parliament,  and 

^^^^13  eminent  laviryers  have  taken  titles  depending  upon 

^ne   validity  of  such  an  exchange,  and  it  would  be  dan- 

ST^v^cjos  and  impolitic  to  throw  a  doubt  on  the  subject. 

Secondly.  The  conditions  of  sale  preclude  the  objec- 
^*oia.  They  simply  state  the  facts  and  studiously  avoid 
S'^^ciranteeing  any  tenure;  Johnson  v.  Smiley (b).  The 
I>»x>pcrty  is  stated  to  be  in  Kent,  and  all  lands  in  that 
^^^>tmty  are  presumed  to  be  gavelkind;  Robinson  on 
^^^^^M.'wUdnd  (c).  The  tenure  has  not  been  altered  even 
^y  the  Disgavelling  Statute  31  Hen.  8,  c.  3;  Robin- 
^<^9^  (d),  which  only  took  away  the  partibility,  and  not 
^^e  other  qualities  or  customs  appertaining  to  lands  in 
-^S«»/,  of  the  nature  of  gavelkind. 

A9r.  Palmer  and   Mr.  Robson,  for  the   Defendant. 
^E*he  power  to  exchange  lands  of  gavelkind  tenure  for 
^tbers  of  common  law  freehold  tenure  is  not  expressly 
S^ven  by  the  act  to  the  CSommissioners,  and  it  would  be 
contrary  to  the  ordinary  principles  of  construction  to 
^mply  such  a  power  from  the  general  words  of  the  act, 
^d  thereby  alter  the  previous  policy  of  the  law ;  Hau)- 
*»•*  V.  Gathercole  (e).     It  might  as  well  be  said  that 
tbere  is  authority  to  exchange  leaseholds  for  freeholds, 
^p^holds  are  clearly  not  within  the  147th  section  of 
^  General  Inclosure  Act,  because  the  rights  and  in- 
tere»t8  of  the  lords  of  manors  might  be  seriously  pre- 
judiced against  their  consent,  and  without  their  having 

the 
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1856.  the  power  to  object,  and  this  is  shewn  by  the  necessity 
of  passing  a  subsequent  act  of  the  9  &  10  Vict  c.  70, 
in  order  to  make  them  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
former  act  If  it  should  be  held  that  the  Commission- 
ers are  empowered  to  authorize  such  an  exchange,  on  the 
application  of  persons  having  limited  interests,  the  con- 
sequence would  be,  that  lands  of  common  socage  tenure 
might  be  converted  into  gavelkind,  and  the  country 
dotted  all  over  with  patches  of  gavelkind  lands ;  this 
would  be  attended  with  very  great  inconvenience,  and 
the  tenure  of  gavelkind  can  only  be  destroyed  by  an 
express  Act  of  Parliament;  Robinson  (a).  If,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  tenures  of  each  of  the  lands  exchanged 
remain  the  same,  this  again  would  be  attended  with 
great  injustice,  because  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  the 
exchanged  lands  would  be  most  materially  affected  by  the 
substitution  of  property  having  different  incidents  from 
that  given  in  exchange,  as  in  the  cases  of  dower,  cur- 
tesy, descent,  and  the  power  of  an  infant  to  alien. 
This  might  be  effected,  too,  without  their  knowledge  or 
consent,  for  the  consent  of  all  parties  interested  is 
not  required,  but  all  that  is  necessary  is  an  advertise- 
ment in  the  county  newspaper,  together  with  the  ab- 
sence of  dissent  If  such  a  power  could  be  exercised, 
the  result  would  be,  that  a  party  entitled  in  re- 
mainder to  an  old  family  property,  might,  when  his 
interest  fell  into  possession,  find  it  gone  and  a  new  one 
substituted  for  it,  in  a  remote  country  and  possibly  with 
a  defective  title.  Mortgagees,  also,  might  find  the  pro- 
perty comprised  in  their  securities  changed,  and  no 
testator  or  settlor  could  be  sure  that  the  settlement 
made  by  him  of  his  property  would  not  be  altered,  as 
to  the  subject-matter,  at  the  caprice  of  any  party  having 
a  limited  interest  under  it.     A  power  attended   with 

such 

(«)  Page  75. 


"X^liirdly,  the  coDdiUons  of  sale  do  not  remove  the 
^^^Rculty,  for  if  the  acts  do  not  apply,  the  Plaintiff  will 
^^^  ^i^king  that  the  Defendant  may  take  no  title  at  all. 
*^«^^  condition  expressly  asserts  that  "the  effect  of  such 
^^^^^liange  will  be/'  to  transfer  the  titles.  It  is  no  answer 
^^  ^ULj,  that  the  untruth  of  the  assertion  might  have 
^^»i  discovered  ;  Reynell  v.  Sprye{b). 

^^SAr.  RoupeUj  in  reply. 

^M."he  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 
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sizac^l^  results  must  not  be  inferred  from  the  general  1855. 
worcjfi  of  the  act.  The  object  of  the  act  was  not  to  era- 
po^^r^r  the  CSommissioners  to  exchange  entire  estates 
irrc^^pective  of  inclosure,  especially  if  situated  at  a  great 
dis't.c^nce  from  one  another,  but  only  small  portions  of 
la.r^cl  inconveniently  situated  for  other  lands  in  a  more 
^^^'^'V'cnient  locality.  Under  powers  of  sale  and  exchange 
"^is  Court  would  never  authorize  such  an  exchange  as 
^'''o^ild  alter  the  existing  rights  of  the  parties  interested. 

S^MX>ndly,  the  construction  of  the  act  being  doubtful, 
^^^  Court,  at  all  events,  ought  not  to  compel  the  pur- 
^^b^^er  to  accept  the  title ;  Pyrhe  v.  Waddingham  (a). 


\ 


^31u  Master  of  the  Rolls.  J*^«^  24. 

*^Xhis  was  a  suit  for  specific  performance  of  the  con- 

^^i  by  the  vendor  against  the  purchasers,  and  the 

^'^^^ bastion  in  the  cause  is,  whether  the  Plaintiff  can  make 

^^^<^h  a  title  to  the  land  sold,  as  equity  will  compel  the 

^^^"Tchaser  to  take. 

The 
(a)  10  Hare,  1.  (6)  1  Be  Cex  Mac.  if  G.  660. 
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The  only  question  which  arises  as  to  the  title  de- 
pends upon  the  construction  of  the  General  Inclosure 
Act  (8  &  9  Vict.  c.  118),  and  the  subsequent  acts  re- 
lating to  the  same  subject,  so  far  as  they  bear  upon  and 
explain  the  pro^sions  of  the  first. 

These  subsequent  statutes  are  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  70, 
12  &  13  Vict.  c.  83,  and  16  &  16  Vict.  c.  79, 

The  question  which  arises  is  this :  the  land  contracted 
to  be  sold  is  situated  in  Kent,  and  it  has  been  taken  in 
exchange  for  other  land,  situated  in  Middlesex.  This 
exchange  was  effected  under  the  General  Inclosure 
Act,  by  order  of  the  Inclosure  Commissioners.  It  is 
asserted,  and  it  is  to  be  presumed,  that  the  lands  in 
Kent  were  of  gavelkind  tenure ;  and  it  is  also  asserted, 
and  it  is  to  be  presumed,  that  the  lands  in  Middlesex 
are  of  ordinary  freehold  tenure,  or  common  socage,  and 
the  question  is,  whether  the  Inclosure  Commissioners 
have  authority,  under  the  Greneral  Inclosure  Act,  to 
exchange  lands  held  in  common  socage  for  lands  of 
gavelkind  tenure. 

It  was  justly  observed,  that  the  statute  of  the  8  &  9 
Vict,  relates  to  two  distinct  subjects,  namely,  the  inclo- 
sure of  lands,  and  other  matters  not  relating  to  lands 
inclosed,  or  subject  to  be  inclosed,  under  this  act.  These 
latter  matters  include  the  exchange  of  land.  The  sec- 
tion under  which  the  exchange  is  authorized  to  be 
effected  is  the  147th  section,  which  is  thus  expressed — 
l^His  Honor  stated  it."]  There  is  also  the  150th  section, 
which  describes  in  what  manner  notices  for  exchange 
and  division  are  to  be  given. 

It  cannot  be  denied,  that  the  words  of  this  clause 
are  most  general  in  their  terms.     No  exception  is  made, 

but 
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but  it  applies  generally  to  all  lands  and  corporeal  tene-        1865. 

<xiei:it8  and  hereditaments^  that  is  by  reference  to  the 

<^i^MM8e  of  interpretation,  which  is  the  last  but  one.     It 

's    a.<]initted,  however,  that  this  must  be  restricted  to  all 

A-^elold  lands,  and  that  it  does  not  extend  to  the  ex- 

^^fa^mge  of  copyholds,  a  proposition  which,  if  it  requires 

<^oxifinnation,  receives  it  from  the  circumstance  that  the 

^^a.l>8eqiient  act,  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  70,  has  been  passed 

"^o  extend  the  provisions  of  the  first  act  to  the  exchange 

^^^  <2opyholds,  and  prescribes  the  conditions  upon  which 

^^^oli  exchange  shall  be  permitted  to  take  effect 

It  18  also,  I  think,  clear,  upon  the  construction  of  the 
^^''s^  statute  (assuming  the  Inclosure  Commissioners  to 
•"^."Vc  the  power  to   exchange  freeholds  of  different 
*^^»^ure8,  such  as  that  before  me),  that  the  tenure  of  the 
^olianged  land  is  not  altered,  but  that  the  Kent  land, 
^l^en  in  lieu  of  the  Middlesex  land,  remains  of  gavel- 
'^^'^ci  tenure,  and  that  the  Middlesex  land  remains  of  the* 
^^ ■binary  socage  tenure.    The  tenure  must  remain  un- 
altered, unless  the  contrary  is  distinctly  enacted  by  the 
^^^tote.    The  only  clause  which  relates  to  this  subject 
^^    the  94th  section,  which  expressly  provides,  that  in 
^^1  cases  where  land  is  exchanged  or  taken  in  partition, 
^^'^  allotted  in  respect  of  or  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
^^Rect  to  inclosure  lands,  or  taken  in  exchange  or  in 
I^artition,  or  allotted,  shall  be  held  of  the  same  tenure 
^^  the  lands  in  respect  of  which  it  is  given  in  exchange, 
^^  in  partition,  or  in  allotment.    This  clause  is,  in  my 
Opinion,  confined  to  cases  of  exchange,  having  reference 
to  lands  inclosed  under  the  provisions  of  the  statute, 
^nd  it  does  not,  I  think,  extend  to  cases  of  exchange 
pn>Yided  for  by  the  subsequent  clauses  of  the  act  to 
k  which  I  have  referred.    The  terms  of  the  clause  itself, 

%  ita  position  in  the  act,  all  tend  to  the  conclusion,  that 

m  the  exchanges  there  spoken  of  are  the  exchanges  men- 

.  ■  tioned 
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1866.  tioned  in  the  92nd  section,  which  has  reference  solely 
to  the  case  of  lands  to  be  inclosed  under  the  provisions 
of  the  statute. 


MiNET 
V. 

Leman. 


The  absence,  also,  of  any  words  to  the  like  effect  in 
the  subsequent  clauses,  relating  to  the  exchange  of 
lands  not  incloseable  or  connected  with  any  inclosure, 
satisfies  me  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  legisla- 
ture, by  this  statute,  to  make  it  possible  the  country 
should  be  dotted  about  with  parcels  of  land  of  gavel- 
kind or  borough  English  tenure,  but  that,  according  to 
the  proper  construction  of  it,  in  the  mere  case  of  any 
exchange,  under  the  147th  section,  the  tenure  of  the 
land  remains  uoaltered,  and  that  the  owner  of  land  in 
common  socage  obtains,  in  lieu  of  it,  land  of  gavelkind 
tenure  or  borough  English,  and  vice  versa. 

Upon  this  state  of  things,  it  is  argued  for  the  De- 
fendant, that  according  to  the  principle  of  construction 
to  be  applied  to  all  statutes,  the  general  words  of  the 
act  are  not  to  be  so  construed  as  to  alter  the  previous 
policy  of  the  law,  unless  no  sense  or  meaning  can  be 
applied  to  those  words  consistently  with  the  intention 
of  preserving  the  existing  policy  untouched,  and  that 
upon  this  principle  rests  the  admitted  construction  of 
the  147th  section,  which  excludes  its  application  to 
copyholds,  where  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  lords 
of  the  manor  might  be  seriously  prejudiced,  against 
their  consent,  and  without  their  having  the  power  to 
object. 

This  principle  of  construction,  as  a  general  proposi- 
tion, cannot  be  disputed.  The  question  is,  its  appli- 
cation to  the  present  case.  For  the  Defendant  it  is 
urged,  with  much  force,  that  upon  the  construction 
contended  for  by  the  Plaintiff,  great  injustice  will  have 

been 
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beeo  done  to  persons  whose  rights  are  but  inchoate,  and  1856. 
who  may  be  deprived  of  them  without  power  to  object 
to  a  proceeding  which  very  materially  affects  their  in- 
terests. Thus,  an  estate  in  curtesy  to  a  husband  of  a  Leman 
reversioner  may  be  limited  to  one-half  (when  it  comes 
iato  possession  I  mean) :  the  inchoate  right  of  dower 
to  the  wife  may  be  reduced  from  one-half  to  one-third : 
and  the  heir  may  be  compelled,  instead  of  having  the 
vbole  estate,  to  share  it  with  a  numerous  class  of  bro- 
thers as  tenants  in  common. 

The  158th  section,  which  provides  that  notice  of  such 
exchanges  shall  be  given  by  advertisement  for  three  weeks 
previously,  certainly  does  not  obviate  this  difficulty,  inas- 
moch  as  the  persons  so  seriously  affected  by  the  ex- 
change, in  this  view  of  the  case,  would  have  no  means  or 
opportunity  of  resisting  the  proposed  exchange.  It  is 
^8o  to  be  observed,  that  by  the  statute,  no  valid  title  is 
conferred  by  such  exchange,  and  that  if  the  title  of  the 
pieces  of  land  given  in  exchange  is  defective,  that  defect 
^  transferred  to  the  piece  of  land  taken  in  exchange. 
It  ig  obvious,  in  this  state  of  things,  it  might  happen, 
^ftt  the  rightful  owner,  from  absence  abroad  or  incapa- 
^ty  of  mind,  might  be  prevented  from  enforcing  his 
nghts,  and  when  his  eldest  son  sought  to  do  so,  and  to 
*^over  the  property  taken  in  exchange,  he  would  find, 
Py  reason  thereof,  his  interest  had  been  reduced  to  a 
^"h  or  a  sixth  of  what  he  was  entitled  to  if  no  such 
^^change  had  been  effected. 

^^  is  needless  to  multiply  instances  where  this  might 
^'i*'.  It  is  obvious  that  ihey  might  be  of  frequent 
^^iTence,  not  merely  in  the  case  where  the  rightful 
^"'^^T  is  not  in  possession,  but  even  where  the  real 
^wt^^y  was  in  possession,  in  all  cases  where,  subsequent 
to  axi.  exchange,  a  descent  of  the  estate  had  taken  place, 

and 
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1855.       ^^d  ^^6  owner,  either  tenant  in  tail  or  in  fee,  bad  in- 
tendedi  by  disentailing  deed  or  by  devise,  to  correct  tbe 
alteration  of  interest  produced  by  the  exchange,  but 
Lemam.       had  been  prematurely  prevented  by  death  or  incapacity 
from  carrying  his  intention  into  effect 

I  felt  this  consideration  so  strongly,  that  I  have  taken 
time  to  consider  the  scope  of  the  acts,  and  the  force  of 
tlie  terms  employed,  more  carefully  than  I  was  able  to 
do  in  Court,  during  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  before  I 
expressed  my  opinion  upon  the  clause  in  question. 

The  title  and  preamble  to  the  statute  are  quite  gene- 
ral ;  they  seem  to  point  to  the  motives  for  enabling  tbe 
exchanges  provided  for  by  the  147th  section  to  be 
made,  as  would  extend  to  exchanges  of  lands  of  differ- 
ent tenure.  Upon  referring  again  to  clause  147,  I  am 
unable  to  limit  the  words  of  it  to  mere  exchanges  of 
one  species  of  freehold  tenure  to  others  of  the  same 
species  of  tenure.  It  cannot,  I  think,  be  doubted,  that 
under  this  clause,  lands  in  gavelkind  may  be  exchanged 
for  other  lands  in  gavelkind,  as  well  as  land  in  common 
socage  may  be  exchanged  for  land  in  common  socage. 
In  like  manner  land  in  borough  English  may  be  ex- 
changed for  land  in  borough  English.  I  think  it  would 
be  a  forced  and  arbitrary  construction  put  upon  the  words 
used  in  this  clause,  if  I  were  to  hold  that  although 
this  may  be  done,  nevertheless  no  exchange  can  take 
place  between  lands  in  common  socage  for  those  in 
gavelkind  or  borough  English.  It  would  be,  in  truth, 
introducing  an  additional  word  into  the  clause,  and,  by 
implication,  to  limit  the  effect  of  the  general  expressions 
made  use  of  by  the  legislature. 

I  have  noticed  the  evils  and  inconveniences  which 
might  arise  in  some  cases  from   exchanges,  but  it  is 

proper 
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proper  to  obserye,  upon  the  other  side,  the  inconve-        1855. 

nieaces  that  might  arise  from  holding  the  opposite  con- 

stmotion  and  withholding  the  power  to  make  such  ex- 

clianges.    Two  owners  of  large  estates,  one  in  Middle- 

<^  und  the  other  in  Kent,  might  each  possess  a  small 

plot  of  ground  in  the  centre  of  the  other's  estate,  close 

to  the  manor-house  of  the  owner,  a  piece  of  ground  of 

S^^t  value  to  the  owner  of  the  surrounding  property, 

^d,  in  truth,  essential  to  the  complete  enjoyment  of  it, 

'>nt  of  little  or  no  value  to  any  other  person.    To  enable 

such  an  exchange  to  be  eflPected  seems  to  be  the  sort 

^^  case  which  lies  within  the  primary  scope  and  object 

^^  the  act.   In  this  supposed  case,  assuming  the  rightful 

^Wner  not  to  be  in  possession  of  the  estate,  to  improve 

^hicli  the  exchange  was  made,  it  is  scarcely  possible  to 

^^'^ceive  how  it  could  fail  to  be  for  his  benefit  that 

such  exchange  should  be  eflPected,  and  that  the  whole 

^^tate  of  the  one  should  be  united  together  in  Kent, 

^od    should  be  subject  to  the  same  tenure;   and  the 

*^Oae  thing  might  happen  with  reference  to  the  Middle" 

*****   property.     Cases  which,  if  not  exactly  like  that 

^*^ich  I  have  suggested,  yet  very  closely  analogous  to 

^t,  are  of  frequent  occurrence.    The  statute  was  framed 

^  meet  the  ordinary  purposes  and  convenience  of  man- 

'^nd,  and  the  inconveniences  of  excluding  such  a  power 

^f  exchange  would,  I  think,  be  much  greater  and  of 

^uch  more  frequent  occurrence,  than  would  attend  the 

indiscriminate  exercise  of  it,  even  in  the  cases  to  which 

I  first  adverted. 

I^e  legislature,  also,  seems,  from  the  wording  of  the 
clduste^  to  have,  to  some  extent,  foreseen  and  to  have 
^Qdecivoured  to  provide  against  the  possible  evil  that 
'^^glit  arise  from  such  indiscriminate  exercise  of  this 
power  of  exchange,  by  providing  that  this  power  shall 
^^Y   be  vested  in  persons  carefully  selected  for  that 

purpose, 
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purpose,  and  by  directing  in  what  manner  and  under 
what  safeguards  they  shall  be  required  to  exercise  it. 
This  power  is  vested  in  the  Commissioners  appointed 
by  the  act,  and  these  are  to  consist  of  three  persons, 
one  of  whom  receives  a  salary  of  1,600/.  per  annum, 
and  the  chairman  of  whom  is  to  be  the  chief  Commis- 
sioner of  the  Woods  and  Forests.  They  are  also  re- 
quired to  make  an  annual  report  of  their  proceedings, 
and  no  exchange  is  to  be  sanctioned  or  made  by  them 
until  they  shall  have  made  inquiries,  and  shall  have 
satisfied  themselves  that  the  proposed  exchange  will  be 
beneficial  to  the  owners  of  the  respective  lands,  whoso- 
ever those  owners  may  be.  A  large  discretion,  there- 
fore, is  reposed  by  the  legislature,  with  reference  to 
these  exchanges,  in  these  Commissioners  to  give  or 
withhold  their  sanction,  and  this  discretion  it  is  their 
duty  to  exercise  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by  the  acts ; 
and  I  do  not  hesitate  to  express  my  opinion,  that  it 
would  be  an  improper  and  indiscreet  exercise  of  that 
power  to  allow  an  estate  in  Kent  to  be  exchanged  for 
an  estate  in  some  other  and  possibly  distant  county 
without  first  satisfying  themselves  that  none  of  the  evils 
I  have  been  referring  to  could  arise.  But  no  such  case 
is  alleged  to  have  occurred,  and  if  it  had,  I  see  no  prin- 
ciple upon  which  I  could  limit  the  expressions  contained 
in  this  clause  of  the  statute,  or  circumscribe  or  take  away 
the  power  of  the  Commissioners,  because  it  has  been 
or  may  be  rashly  exercised  by  them.  The  discretion 
reposed  in  the  Commissioners,  as  I  read  the  clause,  is 
not  limited  to  the  wishes,  opinions  or  views  of  the  per- 
sons who  are  enjoying  the  respective  properties  at  the 
time  the  application  is  made  for  the  exchange;  but  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  Commissioners  to  see  that  the  exchange 
would  be  advantageous,  that  is,  to  any  person  who  may 
be  the  owner  of  the  property,  even  if  a  stranger  to  the 
exchange  should,  by  a  paramount  title,  have  a  right  to 

the 
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land  so  sought  to  be  exchanged.  I  assume  that 
Commissioners  duly  perform  the  duty  so  imposed 
>n  them  by  the  legislature ;   but  if  in  any  instance 

J  might  fail  to  do  so,  the  possibility  of  such  an  event 
not  influence  a  Court  of  Justice  in  construing  this 
tse,  or  enabling  it  to  limit  or  evade  the  plain  com- 

lensive  words  of  the  statute. 


ly  observations  upon  this  subject  plainly  include 
th*=*^     lesser  matter  which  was  but  slightly  argued  before 

m^ I  mean  the  power  of  exchanging  lands  in  one 

com.jm.TDty  for  those  in  a  county  next  adjoining. 


be  result  of  this  is,  that,  in  my  opinion,  a  good  title 
is  ^s>^ewn  to  the  land,  and,  assuming  no  other  question 
to       surise,  I  shall  make  a  decree  for  specific  perform- 
ance^.   I  think  this  is  not  a  case  to  give  costs  upon 
AiM^^r  side. 

X    presume  the  Plaintiff  will  take  a  decree  to  settle  the 
coc^^eyance^  in  case  the  parties  differ. 

Note. — Affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices,  June  28,  1855. 
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Jan.  19, 20,  GREENSLADE  v.  DARE. 

22,23,31. 

The  PlaintiflSi    fTlHIS  cause,  reported  ante{a)y  on  an  interlocutory 

asi^  a  con-  application,  now  came  on  for  hearing.     It  will  be 

yeyance  made   necessary  to  State  the  facts  somewhat  more  fully, 
by  their  an-  ^ 

cestor,  as  they 

alleged,  while        i^  1815,  the  Rev.  Simon  Slocombe  Richards  was  the 

a  lunatic, 

under  undue     rector  of  Ckepstable,  and  he  was  seised  in  fee  of  the 

fofw^bad^^  manor  and  advowson  of  Chepstable.    On 'the  24th  of 

quate  conside-  June,  1816,  in  consideration  of  1,000Z.,  he  sold  and 

Defendant,  conveyed  the  manor  and  advowson  of  the  rectory  to 

who  claimed  Claridffe,  in  fee,  and  he  devised  the  rectory,  glebe,  tithes, 

▼ative  title  &c.,  to  him  during  his  life,  or  so  long  as  he  should  con- 

from  the  pur-    ^j^ue  rector,  at  a  rent  of  lOOZ.  a  year.    There  was  no 
chaser,  in-  ,  '  ^  ,  •'       ^ 

sisted,  that  he   receipt  for  the   consideration   money  indorsed  on  the 
was  a  pur-         ^     ^ 
chaser  for  ^^^^^ 

valuahle  con- 
sideration In  1818  Claridge,  in  consideration  of  1,200/.,  sold  and 
without  notice.  •^  '  '  / 
No  notice,  ac-  conveyed  the  property  so  purchased  by  him  to  the 
tualorcon-  j^^^  Charles  Templer,  and,  in  1833,  the  Rev.  Charles 
Templer  sold  and  conveyed  the  property  to  his  brother, 
James  Templer,  who,  in  1849,  sold  and  conveyed  it  to 
the  Defendant  Dare,  in  consideration  of  2,550/. 

On 

(«)  17  Beav,  502. 


structive, 
havine  been 
proved,  the 
Court  refused 
to  interfere, 
and  dismissed 
the  bill  with 
costs. 

The  absence 
on  a  deed  of 

a  receipt  for  the  consideration,  though  it  is  notice  of  its  non-payment,  is  not  con- 
structive notice  of  other  irregularities  in  the  transaction. 

The  doctrine  of  Kennedy  v.  Green  (3  MyL  Sf  K.  699)  requires  to  be  administered 
with  the  greatest  care  and  delicacy,  and  to  be  so  acted  on  as,  on  the  one  hand,  to 
protect  a  purebaier  for  valuable  ooniideration  against  all  the  world,  and,  on  the  other, 
&o  as  not  to  cneaiirai;^  t\^ui\t  by  permitting  a  purchaser  to  disregard  the  plain  and 
obvious  marks  and  ftjcnbola  fjf  It. 

Lttile  rc'JEtujcis  is  to  be  pbctfd  on  tlie  unsupported  testimony  of  one  witness  of  an 
oral  adnmiion  by  Uie  Ik' fer^dant  of  the  Plain  ti  A  's  ci^e. 

al  n^putetvon  of  th^  in  sanity  of  a  person,  in  the  neighbourhood 
^ble  to  prore  that  a  penon  was  cognizant  of  that  fact. 


Greensladb 
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On  the  9th  of  February^  1852,  a  commission  de  luna' 
tico  inquirendo  having  issued,  the  Rev.  Simon  Slocombe 
-Richards  was  found  to  be  a  person  of  unsound  mind, 
from  the  Ist  o(  January,  1826.  I>are. 

Mr.  Hichards  died  on  the  19th  o{  April,  1853,  and 
^t^e  Plaintiffs,  who  were  his  co-heiresses,  instituted  the 
F»~iesent  suit  on  the  20th  of  July,  1853,  praying  a  de- 
^^Isration,  that  the  sale  of  the  advowson  was  void  and 
^>  eight  to  be  set  aside,  and  for  a  recovery  and  delivery 
^^  p  of  the  title  deeds,  the  Plaintiffs  **  offering  to  submit 
'^^^^  such  terms,  if  any,  as  this  Court  might  think  fit  to 
^ic^ipose  upon  them,  as  to  the  repayment  of  any  such 
V^^rt  of  the  purchase-money  of  the  said  advowson,  as 
"^^^as applied  for  the  benefit  of  Mr,  Richards" 

The  grounds  on  which  the  Plaintiffs  sought  to  set 
^^«ide  the  deed  were,  first,  that  it  had  been  fraudulently 
^^^l)tained  from  Mr.  Richards  by  Claridge,  with  whom 
^^Ir.  Richards  was  at  that  time  residing,  for  a  greatly 
^  ^adequate  consideration,  the  value  being  alleged  to  have 
^tlen  been  3,000/.    Secondly,  that  Mr.  Richards  was, 
^t  that  time,  and  afterwards  continued,  a  notorious 
^  unatic,  and  incapable  of  entering  into  a  valid  contract. 
"TTiirdly,  that  Dare  had  either  actual  notice  of  the  inva- 
lidity of  the  transaction,  or,  at  least,  that  the  suspicious 
circumstances  of  the  case,  such  as  the  absence  of  any 
leceipt  on  the  purchase  deed,  the  non-residence  of  the 
rector,  and  the  apparent  inadequacy  of  the  consideration, 
put  him  upon  inquiry,  and  bound  him  by  the  informa- 
tion, which  he  would  have  obtained  if  he  had  performed 
the  obligation  of  inquiring  into  the  circumstances,  and 
in  fiict  fixed  him  with  constructive  notice. 

On  the  part  of  the  Defendant  Dare,  it  was  insisted, 
first,  that  the  original  transaction  was  perfectly  free  from 

fraud 
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1865.  fraud,  and  was  valid.  Secondly,  that  Mr.  Richards,  at 
the  time,  was  not  insane,  though  in  a  bad  state  of  health. 
Thirdly,  that  the  Defendant  was  a  purchaser  for  valu- 
able consideration,  without  notice  of  the  invalidity,  if 
any,  of  the  original  transaction,  and  that  this  Court 
would  not  interfere,  as  this  defence  was  available  in 
equity  as  well  against  a  legal  as  an  equitable  title. 
Fourthly,  as  to  the  validity  of  the  original  conveyance  of 
1815,  involving  a  simple  legal  question,  that  this  Court 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  determine  it,  but  the  Plaintiffs 
must  be  left  to  their  legal  remedies.  Lastly,  he  relied  on 
the  lapse  of  time,  and  the  laches  which  had  occurred. 

The  case  was  argued  by 

Mi^  JR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Karslake,  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
and 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  C  Browne,  for  the  Defendant 
Dare. 

The  following  authorities  were  cited.  As  to  the 
alleged  lunacy  and  its  consequences,  Snook  v.  Watts  (a)  ; 
Jacobs  V.  Richards  (6) ;  Greenslade  v.  Dare  (c) ;  Frank 
v.  Mainwaring  (d) ;  Price  v.  Berrington  {e) ;  Towart  v. 
Sellars{f). 

As  to  the  constructive  notice,  Kennedy  v.  Chreen  (g) ; 
Penny  v.  Watts  (A) ;  Ware  v.  Lord  Egmont  (i). 


(g)  3  Myl.  «5-  K,  699. 

(A)  1  Mac.  Sf  Gor.  150;  1 
Hall  4-  TwelU,  266. 

(t)  4  De  Gex  Mac.  fy  Gor. 
460. 


(") 

11   Bcav.  105. 

{*) 

18BeffU.30O, 

fr) 

17  Be^v.bWL 

m 

2  Brm.li&. 

MS  Afac^G«r.4SC. 

B 

L 

^  iim^  F.a23K 

f 
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'/Vs  to  the  defence  of  purchaser  for  valuable  consider- 
atioB,  The  Attorney^  General  v.  Wilkins^a);  Joyce  v. 
^e^  JIoleyns(b). 

-A-s  to  proceeding  at  law  to  determine  the  legal  validity 
^^  *lie  deed,  The  Corporation  oi  Arundel  v.  Holmes  (c) ; 
^«  ^lum  V-  WHght  (rf). 

They  also  ciieAMetcalfe  v.  The  Archbishop  of  yorA(c), 
^s  "iio  the  validity  of  the  demise  of  the  living ;  and  John-^ 
"^o^a.  V.  Baker  (/) ;  Cholmondeley  v.  Clinton  {g) ;  Sm^- 
^^^n*s  Vendors (h),  on  other  points. 


^€  Master  0/  M^  Rolls.  January  31. 

This  suit  was  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  impeach- 

"^S   the  sale  of  an  advowson   in  June^  1816,  on  the 

P"ouod  of  undue  advantage  having  been  taken  of  the 

^*^dition  and  mental  incapacity  of  the  vendor.    The 

*'*  ^^^as  not  filed  tillJiiZy,  1863,  that  is,  thirty-eight 

^^^1*^  after  the  transaction.     As,  however,  the  title  of 

^   l^laintiffs,  as  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  vendor,  did  not 

^^"Xae  until  his  death,  which  did  not  take  place  till  the 

^*^  of  Aprils  1863,  when,  for  the  first  time,  their  right 

^^stitute  this  suit  accrued,  no  blame  can  properly  be 

•'ituted  to  them  for  the  delay. 

-'-^e  Plaintiffs  allege,  that  Mr.  Richards  was  of  un- 
^^d  mind  at  the  time  when  he  executed  this  convey- 
^^,  and  also  that  Claridge  stood  in  such  a  relation 

towards 

5?^  17  Ban.  285.  (/)  4  Bam.  if  Aid.  440. 

>^>  2  Janet  *  Lat.  374.  U)  2  Mer.  171 ;  4  BU,  (0. 5.) 

/^^>  4  Bear. 325.  1. 

^^  >  2  Ruis.  if  Myl.  1.  (A)  Page  1057. 

^«i  1  Myl.  6f  Craig,  547. 
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1855.  towards  him,  as  afforded  an  opportunity  of  taking 
peculiar  advantage  of  him,  and  that  consequently,  the 
deed  of  the  24th  of  June,  1815,  was  and  is  absolutely 
void  at  its  commencement,  and  from  the  date  thereof, 
until  the  present  time : — that  the  Defendant  JDare 
must  be  fixed  with  notice  of  the  fact,  from  the  circum- 
stance of  the  notoriety  of  Mr.  Richards*  insanity  in 
the  neighbourhood  where  the  Defendant  resided,  and 
also  by  reason  of  the  various  irregularities  in  the  trans- 
action appearing  on  the  face  of  the  deed,  which  either 
gave  or  ought  to  have  given  notice  to  any  prudent  per- 
son of  the  defects  which  tainted  the  original  transac- 
tion, inasmuch  as  no  reasonable  person  could  have 
failed  to  inquire  into  the  circumstances  attending  it;  and 
that,  if  an  inquiry  had  been  instituted,  it  would  have 
revealed  the  incapacity  of  the  vendor  and  the  defects 
in  the  title  of  the  purchaser. 

The  Defendant  takes  issue  on  all  points.  He  dis- 
putes the  invalidity  of  the  original  transaction,  but  he 
further  contends  and  asserts  the  sanity  of  Mr.  Richards, 
and  the  bona  fides  of  the  sale.  But  assuming  it  to  be 
invalid,  he  further  contends  and  asserts,  that  he  is  a 
purchaser  for  valuable  consideration  without  notice,  and 
that  consequently  the  Plaintiffs  cannot  proceed  against 
him  in  equity,  but  must  be  left  to  such  remedies,  if  any, 
as  may  be  open  to  them  at  law. 

Though  a  great  mass  of  evidence  has  been  gone  into 
on  both  sides  to  establish  the  sanity  or  insanity  of  Mr. 
Richards  at  the  date  of  the  transaction,  in  1816, 1  shall 
not  go  into  that  question  or  comment  upon  the  evidence. 
It  is  needless  that  I  should  state  either  the  view  that 
I  should  have  taken,  had  I  been  compelled  to  decide 
upon  the  evidence  myself,  or  the  reasons  which  would 
have  influenced  me,  had  I  sent  the  case  for  further  in- 
vestigation. 
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vestigation  to  a  jury,   for  this   reason:  — that  on   the        1865. 

^cond  point,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Defendant  has 

^tablished  his  plea,  and  that  the  evidence  in  this  case 

fails  to  fix  him  with  notice,  either  actual  or  constructive, 

^^  the  original  transaction,  or  with  such  notice  as,  with- 

^^^  being  direct,  may  be  said  to  have  set  a  prudent 

person  on  inquiry,  which,  if  done,  would  have  disclosed 

toe  defects;  this  was  the  principle  on  which  Kennedy 

^'  ^reen  (a)  was  decided. 

^he  grounds  on  which  I  am  asked  to  fix  the  Defend- 

^O^  iinth  notice  are  several.     In  the  first  place,  in  the 

^^BcJavit  of  the  Plaintiffs,  they  state  that  at  an  interview 

.^^t^H  the  Defendant,  in  April,  1852,  shortly  after  the 

^  ^  ^isiiion  de  lunatico  inquirendo  had  been  concluded, 

^F^o«3  the  state  of  mind  of  Mr.  Richards^  the  Defend- 

^*^^    Mr.  Darcy  stated,  that  Mr.  Meek  King  could  give 

^^  science  of  the   insanity  of  Simon  Slocombe  Richards 

^^^^    ^rty  years  past.    This  affidavit  is  expressly  contra- 

^^"tL^d,  but,  taking  it  first  by  itself,  I  should  have  paid 

^"•^    little  attention  to  it,  as  it  is  explainable,  by  attri- 

^"ting  the  Defendant's  expression  to  some  comment 

^^e  by  him  on  the  evidence  given  at  the  inquisition 

^^    the  report  in  the  newspapers,  which  he  had  been 

^t^^ly  reading,  and  which  was  the  subject  on  which  the 

^^iotiffs  called  to  see  him,  such  expressions  might  be 

^  ^^ai  ly  misunderstood    or   misapplied  by  the  Plaintiffs 

^t.o  an  admission  in  their  favour.     However  that  may 

^»     unless  there  be  some  very  peculiar  circumstances 

^^nding  the  alleged  declaration  of  any  party  to  a  cause, 

P^y  very  little  attention  to  the  affidavit  of  one  party 

*^ting  that  the  adverse  party  has  admitted  the  whole 

i|*^«lion  in  the  contest  between   them   to  be   against 

**^8elf.     I  treat,  in  the  same  manner,  another  species  of 

evidence, 
(a)  3  Mjfhe  4  Keen,  699. 
"^OL,  XX.  U 
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1 865,  evidence,which  sometimes  occurs  where  evidence  is  given, 
that  a  witness,  who  has  given  testimony  very  material  for 
the  adverse  party,  has  admitted  that  he  has  perjured 
himself,  and  that  his  evidence,  or  the  contents  of  his  aflSi- 
davit,  are  false.  Of  this  species  of  evidence  I  have  had 
one  or  two  instances  before  me.  Such  evidence,  unless 
corroborated  by  other  circumstances  which  explain  and 
render  rational  the  alleged  declaration,  is  always  treated 
by  me  as  unworthy  of  notice  in  drawing  any  cooclusion 
of  fact. 

The  next  species  of  evidence,  on  which  the  Defend- 
ant is  sought  to  be  fixed  with  notice,  is  the  general 
reputation  of  the  insanity  of  Mr.  Richards  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood in  which  he  resided.  This,  also,  is  a  matter 
which  I  think  it  my  duty  to  disregard.  Evidence  of 
general  reputation  is  not  admissible  to  prove  a  fact, 
unless  it  be  such  a  matter  as  the  boundary  of  a  manor, 
or  the  like.  To  admit  evidence  of  general  reputation,  to 
fix  a  Defendant  with  knowledge  of  a  fact,  while  that 
evidence  would  not  be  admissible  to  prove  the  fact 
itself,  appears  to  me  to  be  a  violation  of  the  first  prin- 
ciple which  regulates  the  reception  of  evidence  and  the 
administration  of  justice.  This  is  the  whole  evidence 
which  tends  to  direct  or  actual  notice  to  the  Defendant 
Mr.  Dare,  and  all  actual  notice  is  distinctly  and  posi- 
tively denied  by  him.  It  is  therefore  clear,  in  my  opi- 
nion, that  on  the  point  of  direct  or  actual  notice,  the 
Plaintiffs'  case  fails. 

The  next  and  more  material  point  is  that  which  can- 
not properly  be  called  constructive  notice,  but  those  fects 
which  it  is  alleged  ought  to  have  induced  a  prudent 
man  to  have  inquired  further,  and  which  would,  in  that 
case,  have  disclosed  the  fact  of  the  insanity  of  Mr. 
Richards  when  he  executed  the  deed  of  1816.     The 

leading 
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ling  case  to  support  this  doctrine  is  Kennedy  ▼.        1855. 

reen{a)^  the  decision  of  which,  as  far  as  I  know, 

^^«I8   always  been  acquiesced  in.    This  appears  to  me, 

ft^  ^>^veyery  to  be  a  doctrine  which  requires  to  be  admi- 

K^  istered  with  tbe  greatest  care  and  delicacy,  and  pro- 

V:»«ibly  each  case  must  stand  upon  the  peculiar  facts 

^fti^eloDging  to  it.    The  state  of  the  deed  under  which 

'^Jie    vendor  claims  may,  as  in  the  case  in  Kennedy  v. 

^jrf^en,  afford  such  evidence  of  fraud,  that  the  Court 

^^pvould  hold,  that  the  not  having  made  inquiry  into  the 

^z^fiuse   of  the  matter  so  appearing  can  be  attributed 

^i^nly  to  a  wilful  blindness  of  the  purchaser,  or  a  deter- 

ssainfition  not  to  know  the  actual  existence  of  the  fradd, 

*&.lie  traces  of  which  were  manifest  to  him.     I  can  con- 

^^seive  and  can  suggest  other  circumstances  that  might 

-g^robably  produce  a  similar  result.    The  facts  and  cir- 

^csumstances  of  each  case  must  be  carefully  examined, 

^^nd  so  acted  on,  so  as,  on  the  one  hand,  not  to  impair 

'ft:;he   yaluable  doctrine  which  protects  a  purchaser  for 

*<^alae  without  notice  against  all  the  world,  and  on  the 

^3ther  hand,  not  to  encourage  fraud,  by  permitting  a 

;purcha8er  to  disregard  the  plain  and  obvious  marks  and 

symbols  of  it. 

In  this  case,  three  circumstances  are  referred  to  as 

;presenting  those  traces  of  fraud,  and  it  is  urged,  they 

^re  so  manifest,  that,  on  the  doctrine  I  have  referred  to, 

^Af  r.  Dare  must  be  held  disentitled  to  avail  himself  of 

"^he  plea,  which  he  could  not  have  urged  if  he  had  done 

^^hat  it  was  his  duty  to  do,  and  had  inquired  into  facts 

«ind  thereby  discovered  the  defects,  which  would  have 

invalidated  the  original  deed.     It  is  contended,  and  I 

think  with  reason,  that  this  Court  ought  to  give  pecu- 

£ar  efiect  to  such  circumstances  when  combined  ;  and, 

though 
(a)  3  Mylnt  Sf  Keen,  699. 
U2 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

though  it  might  disregard  one  by  itself,  yet  the  weight 
to  be  attributed  to  the  one  alone  is  increased  by  the 
combined  effect  and  addition  of  the  inferences  properly 
to  be  drawn  from  the  other  two.  It  is  necessary,  how- 
ever,  to  consider  them  separately,  in  order  accurately  to 
form  an  estimate  of  what  would  be  their  combined 
effect. 

Those  three  circumstances  are  as  follows : — First  the 
absence  of  any  receipt  for  the  purchase-money  indorsed 
on  the  deed ;  secondly,  the  non-residence  of  the  incum- 
bent; and  thirdly,  the  inadequacy  of  consideration. 
The  first  of  these  circumstances  is  that  which  has  been 
strongly  rehed  upon,  but,  in  my  opinion,  it  amounts  to 
little,  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  alleged.  If  the 
purchase-money  had  been  unpaid,  and  the  representative 
of  the  Defendant  Simon  Slocombe  Richards  had  claimed 
a  lien  upon  the  property  for  the  unpaid  purchase- 
money,  this  fact  would  have  been  very  material,  for 
the  purpose  of  shewing  that  the  purchaser  had  notice 
of  that  lien :  but  the  purchase-money  in  this  case  has 
in  fact  been  paid,  though  not  all  at  the  time  of  the  ori- 
ginal transaction,  and  an  inquiry  by  the  purchaser  would 
naturally  have  been  directed  to  the  fact  of  whether  such 
purchase- money  had  or  had  not  been  paid  and  no  fur- 
ther. I  think  that  it  cannot  go  beyond  that,  and  I  am  at 
a  loss  to  conceive,  by  what  process  of  reasoning,  a  doubt 
as  to  the  payment  of  the  consideration  could  lead  a 
person  to  suspect  that  the  vendor  was  of  unsound  mind, 
or  that  he  was  under  undue  influence  when  he  executed 
the  deed. 

The  non-residence  of  the  incumbent  also,  taken  by 
itself,  appears  to  me  to  be  of  little  importance.  At  that 
time,  it  was  by  no  means  unusual  for  an  incumbent  to 
be  absent  from  his  living,  and  if  the  service  of  the 

Church 
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Church  was  duly  performed,  I  apprehend  that,  practi-        1H65. 
cally,  neither  the  ordinary  nor  any  other  person  could 
have  interfered. 


Greensladi 

V, 

Dare. 


The  third  circumstance,  in  my  opinion,  is  more  mate- 
rial. It  appeared  to  me,  on  the  evidence,  that  the 
living  itself  was  demised,  for  the  life  of  the  incumbent, 
at  an  inadequate  rent:  and  it  is  urged,  that  the  whole 
transaction  being  one,  this  circumstance,  taken  into 
consideration  in  conjunction  with  the  non -residence 
of  the  incumbent,  and  the  doubt  as  to  the  payment  of 
the  consideration,  ought,  in  any  reasonable  mind,  to 
have  created  considerable  doubt  and  hesitation.  With 
respect  to  the  advowson  itself,  I  have  not  satisfied  my- 
self that  the  price  was  inadequate.  The  fact  that  it 
^8  sold  for  a  much  higher  price  when  the  incumbent 
^8  advanced  in  years,  leads  me  to  no  such  conclusion. 
The  circumstance  that  the  advowson  was  worth  2,550/. 
'0 1849,  is  no  proof  that  the  advowson  was  undersold 
*t  1,000/.,  when  the  incumbent  was  thirty-four  years 
younger.  It  is  true  that,  by  the  transaction,  the  profits 
^f  the  living  were  also  taken  at  the  rent  of  100/.  per 
^niwn,and  this,  in  any  view  of  the  case,  appears  to  me 
te  have  been  an  inadequate  rent,  nor  does  it  appear  to 
^^t  that  the  profits  derived  from  this  source  could  have 
"^n  less  than  100/.  per  annum  :  still  when  I  observe 
"*t  three  years  after  the  transaction  the  first  vendor, 
^^fOTidgif  sold  to  a  second  purchaser,  at  no  higher  in- 
crease than  200/.  for  the  whole  bargain,  without  any 
suspicion  of  fraud  or  any  allegation  of  unjust  influence 
having  been  employed  by  Mr.  Templer  to  induce 
^wHdyg  to  sell,  and  when  I  also  consider,  that  the 
^"pnal  transaction  took  place  thirty-four  years  before 
^®  Defendant  purchased,  and  that  possession  accom-* 
panied  the  deed,  and  that  no  complaint  had  been  made 

respecting 
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1855.  respecting  the  transaction,  either  by  the  vendor  or  by 
his  friends,  I  feel  satisfied  that  I  should  be  carrying  the 
doctrine  of  Kennedy  ▼.  Chreen  to  a  dangerous  extent,  and 
one  which  might  unsettle  titles  in  a  very  alarming  man- 
ner, if  I  were  to  hold,  that  a  purchaser,  after  such  a  lapse 
of  time  and  on  such  grounds  of  suspicion,  was  bound  to 
shew,  that  he  had  made  full  inquiry  into  the  circum- 
stances connected  with  the  original  transaction,  before 
he  completed  the  purchase  which  he  had  contracted  to 
make.  Nay  more,  I  think,  that  unfavourable  inferences 
might  be  drawn  from  the  circumstance  of  his  having 
made  such  an  inquiry,  and  that  it  might  be  suggested, 
that  he  had  other  grounds,  besides  those  appearing  from 
these  circumstances,  to  suspect  the  insanity  of  the  ori- 
ginal vendor.  I  think  he  could  not  have  resisted  specific 
performance  of  the  contract  on  the  ground  of  the  in- 
ferences to  be  drawn  from  those  facts,  although  the  first 
would  have  entitled  him  to  require  proof  that  there 
existed  no  lien  upon  the  property  for  unpaid  purchase- 
money. 

If  an  opposite  decision  were  now  made  by  me  and 
supported,  it  would  be  impossible,  I  think,  hereafter,  for  a 
purchaser  to  be  safe,  if  the  slightest  informality  appeared 
in  the  transaction  through  which  the  title  was  deduced, 
even  though  after  the  lapse  of  thirty  years.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  doctrine  established  in  the  case  of 
Kennedy  v.  Green  does  not  lead  me  to  that  result :  and 
the  more  fully  I  have  considered  the  cases,  the  more 
I  feel  convinced,  that  the  Defendant  Dare  is  entitled  to 
rely  upon  the  plea  of  purchase  for  valuable  considera- 
tion, without  notice  of  the  defects  attending  the  original 
transaction  of  1815 ;  all  which,  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
sidering this  question,  I  have  assumed  to  be  true,  but 
as  to  the  truth  of  which,  as  I  have  already  stated,  as  an 

independent 
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iodepeodent  questioD,  it  is  not,  I  think,  proper  for  me  to 
ezpreBs  the  opinion  I  have  formed  upon  it. 


Grbenslade 


rhe  result  is,  that  this  bill  must  be  dismissed,  and  as        Darb. 
A  matter  of  course,  in  a  case  of  this  description,  must 
be  dismissed  with  costs. 


PARKER  V.  BLOXAM.  Dee.  5, 6,  8, 

11. 

npHE  testator,  Mr.  Wilkins,  died  in  1809.   By  his  will,  A  tesutor  em- 

he  gave  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  three  exe-  ^^^  to" 
cutors  {Bloxam,  Gray  and  Cull),  on  trust  to  convert  it  into  lend  such  part 
personalty,  and  to  invest  the  proceeds  in  real  or  govern-  monies  as  they 
mecit  securities,  and  he  gave  one-eighth  to  his  daughter  »lJO"W  think 
^^'^tiJk  Mew,  the  wife  of  Benjamin  Mew,  absolutely,  and  andB.,  who 
^^ther  one-eighth  to  Sarah  Mew  for  life,   with  re-  J^^y'^jJ^l^n 
n^^ioder  to  her  children.    The  testator  authorized  his  and  son  in  law. 
^"^Btees  to  lend  and  advance,  at  interest,  such  parts  of  authorized  a  " 

the  several  loan  to 

.p^  either. 

^C  \^*  executors  were  authorized  to  lend  trust  monies  to  A,     One  of  the  executors 

v^  enoployed  part  of  the  trust  monies  in  his  business.     In  1812  A,  and  C.  entered 

.  ^  pattnership,  when  A.  took  upon  himself  the  debt  and  gave  security  for  the  mone^ 

^^^^  executors.    The  amounts,  with  further  advances,  were  employed  in  the  busi- 

v7^  but  the  whole,  with  interest,  was  fully  repaid.    The  cestuii  que  truti^  after  long 

^y>  insisted  that  they  were  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  profits  made  by  the  employ- 

I  '^^  of  the  trust  funds  in  trade;  but  the  Court  held,  that  the  transaction  amounted  to 

^!J^  to  A.  under  the  power,  and  dismissed  the  bill  with  costs. 

^1  '^ '^e  Court  looks  witn  considerable  jealousy  at  a  release,  executed  by  a  young  lady, 

v.^^  •bortly  after  attaining  twenty-one,  upon  a  settlement  of  accounts  between  her  and 

^*nutees. 
^  ^^  testator  died  in  1809 ;  his  grand- daughter  came  of  age  in  1 829 ;  she  then  executed 
to  ^^^*e  and  married  in  1 836 ;  her  father  died  in  ]  850,  and  in  1852  she  instituted  a  suit 
CQibi*^*  his  estate  liable  for  the  profits  made  by  him  (he  not  being  a  trustee)  by  the 
g^^j^^^^-ment  of  part  of  the  trust  monies  in  trade.  The  Court  held,  under  the  circum- 
tli^  *^^^f  that  assuming  her  right,  there  was  nothing  to  justify  the  delay  in  instituting 

QpQ  *    -^ »  entitled  to  a  share  of  a  residue,  made  a  settlement  of  the  balance  appearing 
|57^L  ^  settlement  of  accounts  with  the  executors,  upon  himself  and  afterwards  on 
aett]^"*  ^  volunteer.     Held,  that  C.  D.  could  not,  against  the  will  of  A,  B.,  open  the 
^•Jt^ent  of  accounts  with  the  executors. 
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1854. 


the  trust  monies  as  they  should  think  proper,  anto 
Robert  Bird  WilkirUf  and  Benjamin  Mew,  and  to  accept 
and  take  such  security  or  securities  for  the  same  as  they 
should  think  right  and  proper.  The  will  was  proved  by 
Mr.  Cull  and  the  two  other  executors,  and,  under  a 
power  in  the  will,  the  executors  carried  on  the  testator's 
business  until  February ,  1812,  when  his  son,  Robert  Bird 
Wilkins,  attained  twenty-one,  at  which  time  Robert  Bird 
Wiikins  and  Benjamin  Mew  and  the  survivor  were  to 
have  the  right  of  pre-emption  of  the  testator's  busi- 
nesses. 


The  executor,  Mr.  Cull,  carried  on  the  business  of  a 
brewer,  and  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  he  took  3,0002. 
belonging  to  the  testator's  estate  and  employed  it  in  his 
business.  On  the  10th  of  October,  1812,  Mr.  Mew 
entered  into  partnership  with  Mr.  Cull  as  a  brewer, 
and  the  day  after  Mr.  Mew  took  upon  himself  the  debt 
due  from  Mr.  Cull  to  the  testator's  estate,  and  gave  to 
the  executors  a  promissory  note  for  3,279Z.  9*.,  the 
amount  of  principal  and  interest  then  due.  In  1814, 
he  gave  an  equitable  mortgage,  and  in  1816,  a  legal 
mortgage,  to  the  executors  for  that  sum  and  further 
loans. 


Mrs.  Mew  died  in  1816;  she  had  two  children, 
viz.  the  Plaintiff,  Mrs.  Parker,  and  the  Defendant 
Benjamin  Thomas  E.  Mew.  Mrs.  Parker  attained 
twenty-one  on  the  18th  of  May,  1829.  At  that  time 
certain  accounts  were  submitted  to  her,  the  items  of 
which  were  correct,  but  they  contained  no  statement, 
that  part  of  the  testator's  estate  had  been  advanced  to 
Mr.  Mew,  and  had  been  employed  by  him  and  Cull  in 
the  brewery  business.  The  accounts  shewed  a  balance 
of  2,782/.  due  to  the  Plaintiff.  On  the  24th  of  Sep- 
tember,  1829,  by  a  deed-poll,  reciting  the  will  and  other 

matters 
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ZDatterSy  and  that  the  executors  had   made  up   their        1864. 

accoQDts,  which  Mrs.  Parker  had  examined  and  ap- 
proved of,  and  that  she  was  satisfied  that  her  share 
amounted  to  2,782/.,  she,  in  consideration  of  that  sum, 
released  the  executors  from  all  claims  and  demands,  in 
the  usual  form.  Although  cheques  were  given  for 
2,782/.,  that  sum  was  not  actually  paid  over,  but  2,600/. 
of  it  was  treated,  as  between  herself  and  her  father,  as 
a  loan  by  her  to  him.  Her  father  gave  her  a  promissory 
note  for  that  amount,  and  from  the  year  1829,  till  her 
niarriage  in  January,  1836,  he  regularly  accounted  \o 
'Jcr  for  the  interest  thereon.  At  the  time  of  her  mar* 
"^Se»  the  account  was  again  stated  between  the  Plaintiff 
^^^  her  father,  and  Mr.  Parker,  her  husband,  was 
aware  of  it.  The  sum  of  2,600/.,  due  from  the  Plain- 
^^^8  father  on  l)js  promissory  note,  was  then  settled  on 

■^^  Parker  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  children, 
^oci  ^ijg  balance  in  his  hands,  amounting  to  440/.,  was 
paid  to'  Mr.  Parker.    The  2,600/.  was  allowed,  both  by 

**•    and  Mrs.  Parker,  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  Mr. 

^^«>,  and  to  be  employed  by  him  in  his  trade  from  that 
P^*^od  down  to  the  death  of  Mr.  Mew. 


"•^r.  Mew  died  in  1850,  and  down  to  that  period 
^^fest  was  regularly  paid  by  him  on  the  2,500/.    The 
^      •^oipal  sum  was  also  duly  paid,  and  no  part  of  the 
^^  fund  was  lost. 


^^^^  August,  1862,  Mrs.  Parker  and  her  children  in- 
^^ted  this  suit  against  the  surviving  executors  of  the 
^"^ator's  will,  the  executors  of  Mr.  Mew,  and  others, 
^^*^cut  making  the  representatives  of  Mr.  Cull  (who 
^^    dead)  parties,  and  the  substantial  relief  sought  for 
^^»  to  set  aside  the  release,  to  open  the  accounts,  and 
^^    obtain  a  share  of  the  profits  of  the  brewery  propor- 
tionate 
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1864.       tionate  to  the  trust  moDies  employed  therein  during  the 
period  they  were  thus  employed. 

It  is  necessary  to  advert  to  the  circumstances  con- 
nected with  the  share  of  Benjamin  Thomas  E.  Mew, 
the  other  child  of  Mrs.  JUew.  He  attained  twenty-one 
in  1832,  and  in  1833  he  executed  a  deed,  which  after 
reciting  that  he  was,  under  the  testator's  will,  entitled 
to  two  sums  of  2,700/.  and  433/.,  he  assigned  those 
sums,  and  all  **  other  the  sums  of  money,  securities  and 
personal  estate  whereof  he  was  possessed,  or  which  be 
was  in  anywise  entitled  to,  by  virtue  of  the  will,"  to  bis 
father,  upon  certain  trusts,  under  which  the  Plaintiff, 
in  the  event  of  Benjamin  Thomas  E.  Mew  havmg  no 
issue,  would  be  entitled  to  one-half  of  the  settled  funds. 
Benjamin  Mew  had  never  been  married,  and  the  relief 
sought  by  the  Plaintiff  was  also  based  upon  her  con- 
tmgent  interest  in  the  funds,  subject  to  this  voluntary 
settlement,  and  which  interest  had  been  included  in  her 
own  marriage  settlement. 

Mrs.  Parker  died  pending  the  suit,  and  her  husband 
(a  bankrupt),  having  taken  out  administration  to  her 
estate,  revived  the  suit,  and  now  brought  it  to  a 
hearing. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Rogers,  for  the  Plaintiff. 
First.  A  release  executed  by  a  child  soon  after  coming 
of  age,  with  an  imperfect  knowledge  of  the  circum- 
stances, arising  from  the  suppression  of  material  facts, 
and  having  no  assistance  except  that  derived  from  a 
parent,  whose  influence  will  be  presumed,  Hoghton  v. 
Hoghton  (a),  will  be  set  aside ;  Wedderbum  v.  Wedder- 
burn  (i). 

Secondly, 
(a)  15  Beav,  p.  300.         (6)  2  Keen,  722;  4  Mi/lne  ^  Craig,  41 
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Secondly.  The  trust  money  being  traced  into  a  trade, 
tbe  t.ru8tee  must  account  for  the  profits  made  by  it; 
W^erfcferJiim  v.  Wedderbum;  Jones  v.  FaxaU(a).  The 
s&xne  rale  applies  to  persons  obtaining  trust  money, 
^it.h  notice  of  the  trust,  and  employing  it  in  their  trade. 
^>**  Jlfew*s  estate  is  therefore  liable  to  account  for  the 
pi'^ofits  made  by  him  from  the  employment  of  the  trust 
oftoiaey  in  his  brewery. 

Iliirdly.  The  money  cannot  be  considered  as  a  loan 
^  ^^T.  Mew,  under  the  powers  contained  in  the  will; 
^''^^  because  it  only  authorized  a  loan  to  Mr.  Wilhins 
at^d  BJr.  Mew  jointly ;  and  secondly,  because  that  power 
"^ 'Solved  a  discretion,  which  was  never  exercised  by  the 
^^^cutors,  for  the  trustees  lent  nothing,  the  money  was 
^l^ei:i  by  one  of  them  {Cull),  and,  without  being  repaid 
^  ^be  estate,  was  retained  by  Cull  and  his  partner  Mew 
^^   ^l^cir  joint  trade. 

fourthly.    Time  is  no  bar.    Such  transactions  have 

b^^ii  get  aside  after  a  greater  lapse  of  time,  Wedckrbum 

^*  ^f^edderbum;  Allfreyv.  Allfrey{b);  and  there  being 

^  '^rust,  the  Statute  of  Limitations  is  inapplicable,  PAi/- 

**I>o  V.  Munninge  (c) ;  Playfair  v.  Cooper  {d). 

Mr.  jRoupell  and  Mr.  Wichens  for  Mr.  Bhxam,  the 
^^nriving  executor.  There  is  no  ground  for  setting  aside 
^Qe  release.  The  items  of  account  are  not  impeached ; 
^be  transaction  was  not  settled  until  four  months  after 
^e  Plaintiff  came  of  age,  and  there  has  been  no  sup- 
pression of  any  material  fact.  The  money  was  lent  in 
1812  to  Mr.  Mew,  under  the  power  which  authorized 
either  a  joint  or  several  loan  to  the  testator's  son  and 

son-in-law. 

(a)  15  Bean.  p.  392.  (r)  2  Mylne  i  Craig,  309. 

(6)  10  Beao.  353.  {d)  17  Beav.  187. 
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son-in-law.  The  testator's  business  was  necessarily 
carried  on  until  February ^  1812,  in  consequence  of  the 
option  of  pre-emption  given  to  the  testator's  son  and 
son-in-law^  the  money  was  then  lent  to  Mr.  Mew 
under  the  power,  and  security  was  given  to  the  execu- 
tors for  the  amount.  The  subsequent  application  is 
wholly  immaterial.  Having  borrowed  the  money,  he 
had  an  absolute  dominion  over  it,  and  had  a  right  to 
employ  it  in  trade  or  in  any  other  manner  he  pleased. 
The  whole  has  been  repaid,  and  after  the  acquiesced 
concurrence  of  the  Plaintiff  for  so  long  a  period,  the 
transaction  cannot  be  impeached. 


As  to  the  share  of  Benjamin  Thomas  E.  Mew^  the 
settlement  expressly  admits  the  account,  and  proceeds 
on  the  basis  of  its  validity  ;  nothing  is  settled  by  it  but 
the  balance  appearing  on  that  account.  The  deed  was 
voluntary,  and  it  is  not  competent  to  the  Plaintiff  to 
impeach  a  settlement  of  accounts  which  the  author  of 
the  settlement  adopts,  or  to  open  transactions  and  raise 
equities  which  the  settlor  disclaims. 

Mr.  Folktt  and  Mr.  Selwr/n,  for  the  executors  of 
Mr.  Mew.  This  is  an  attempt,  as  against  the  estate  of 
a  person  who  was  not  a  trustee,  to  raise  a  constructive 
trust  upon  transactions  between  the  trustee  and  cestuis 
que  trust,  twenty-four  years  after  they  have  been  settled 
and  closed.  In  cases  of  constructive  trusts  time  does 
create  a  bar;  Beckford  v.  Wade  (a).  That  distinction 
is  pointed  out  by  Lord  Cottenham  in  the  case  cited  of 
Wedderburn  v.  Wedderburn  (6).  The  Plaintiff  and  her 
husband  had  notice,  at  alk  events,  from  the  time  of  her 
marriage  in  1836,  that  the  money  was  in  her  father's 

hands : 


(a)  1 7   Ves.   p.    97 ;   and   see 
Portlock  V.  Gardner,  1  /ic/rr,  r)94. 


(6)  4  i\/y/ne  4-  Craig,  p.  53. 
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bands:  the  laches  and  lapse  of  time  from  that  period        1854. 
a/one  is  sufficient  to  bar  her  right;  Browne  v.  Cross  (a). 

Afeu7  took  the  money  as  a  loan,  and  if  there  be  any 
h'ability,  Cttfl  is  primarily  chargeable,  and  his  represen- 
tat.ive8  are  not  parties  to  this  suit;  it  would  be  impos- 
sible to  take  the  partnership  accounts  of  the  business  in 
their  absence.  To  follow  trust  money  into  a  business  it 
°^^ist.  be  clearly  ear-marked  ;  here  the  evidence  is  insuffi- 
cient to  prove  that  fact.  They  also  referred  to  WiUon 
^-   Ji^core  (6). 

3M  r.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Smythe,  for  Benjamin  Thomas 
■^-  -J^eWf  opposed  the  PlaintiiTs.  They  cited  Bonney 
^'  J^idgard  (c) ;  Townsend  v.  Townsend  (d) ;  Bell  v. 
-^^it  («),  to  shew  that  a  constructive  trust  may  be  barred 
"y   ^ime,  laches  and  acquiescence. 

^Vlr.  Snape  and  Mr.  Taylor,  for  other  parties.  Bridge 
^*  -^^^ridge  (/)  was  cited  to  shew  that  a  volunteer  under 
*    ^'^^luntary  settlement  had  no  title  to  relief. 

-^'Xr.  R.  Palmer,  in  reply.     The   representatives  of 

**'i  are  not  necessary  parties;  for  now  when  two  per- 

"^^   are  liable,  either  may  be  sued  alone  (^).     The 

^^tLlier*8  settlement  included  all  his  rights,  and  if  he 

^^^ises  to  disclaim  the  benefit  of  this  suit,  the  advan- 

r^^^  of  it  will  accrue  to  the  Plaintiff.    The  trust  money 

^^^'^g  mixed  in  the  business,  it  is  not  necessary  to  shew 

^    precise  amount  of  it,  the  Defendants  must  separate 

it. 

^WiS?^  14   Bern.    105,    affirmed         id)  1  Cox,  28. 
r  V^  ^^^  ^y  ^^  St.  Leomrdt,  (e)  Lloyd  Sf  G.  temp.  Plun- 

•Ky  16,  1852.  kett,  44. 
n^lf^)   I   -Wyte  4-    Keen,   126,        (/)  16  Beav.  315. 
'**^.  {g)  Ordinet  Can.  174. 

Cc)  1  Cos,  145. 


302 


1854. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

it.  Lord  Chedworth  v.  Edwards  (a).  The  Plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  the  profits  in  the  interim  between  the  release 
and  the  marriage. 

Tke  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


Dec.  11.  ^^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  will  empowered  the  executors  to  lend  such  parts 
of  the  trust  money  as  they  should  think  proper  to 
Robert  Bird  Wilkins  and  Benjamin  Mew,  that  is,  either 
to  the  son  or  to  the  son-in-law;  for  I  read  this  power 
in  the  disjunctive,  as  a  direction  to  lend  it  to  them,  or 
to  one  or  the  other  of  them,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that, 
under  this  power,  it  would  not  have  been  a  breach  of 
trust  if  the  executors  had  lent  it  to  one  and  not  to 
the  other.  According  to  the  construction  I  put  on  this 
clause  of  the  will,  the  executors  had  authority  to 
lend  any  portion  of  the  money  to  Mr.  Mew  upon  his 
giving  proper  security.  When  Mr.  Mew  entered  into 
partnership  with  Cull,  he  took  upon  himself  the  debt 
for  which  Cull  alone  was  previously  liable,  and  gave  his 
promissory  note  to  the  executors  for  3,279/. ;  the  ques- 
tion is,  what  was  the  nature  of  that  transaction.  The  ex- 
ecutors had  power  and  authority  to  lend  the  money  to 
Mr.  Mew,  and  in  my  opinion  they  exercised  that  autho- 
rity by  lending  that  sum  of  money  to  Mr.  Mew.  I  treat 
it  exactly  in  the  same  way  as  if  Mr.  Cull  had,  in  fact, 
repaid  the  money  on  that  day,  and  the  executors  had 
then  paid  it  over  to  Mr,  Mew,  who  had  given  a  pro- 
missory note  for  the  amount.  Mr.  Mew  became  a 
partner  with  Cull,  and  employed  a  considerable  portion 

of 
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of  the  money  which  he  got  from  the  testator's  estate  in 
carry ing  on  the  partnership  business;  of  that  I  have 
not  ^be  slightest  doubt  But  I  am  of  opinion  that  he 
is  not  liable  to  account  for  the  profits  made  in  that 
buBiness  by  reason  of  the  money  so  advanced  to  him 
having  been  so  employed. 

It    has  been  contended,  that  the  rule  between  prin- 
cipal   and  agent  is  applicable  to  this  case,  which  holds, 
th^t    if  an  agent  employ  his  principal's  money  in  his 
husiness,  and  it  can  be  traced  and  distinguished,  the 
pHncipal  is  entitled  to  recover  it,  and  the  profits  made  by 
It.       Sut  that  doctrine  does  not  appear  to  me  to  apply  in 
thia  ease.    The  money,  in  my  opinion,  was  not  taken  by 
^>**  Jdew  in  his  character  of  agent,  nor  was  it  so  treated. 
•But  whether  authorized  to  be  so  taken  by  him  or  not, 
'^  tlic  first  instance,  the  executors  have  sanctioned  his 
*^*^5ogit  as  a  loan  from  the  testator's  estate;  and  I  am 
^^    opinion  they  had  authority  so  to  do.     It  appears  to 
"^^   ^liat  I  may  consider  the  case  exactly  as  if  it  were  the 
*^^^^   of  a  stranger.     Now,  if  this  money  had  been  lent 
^>   stranger,  under  an  authority  in  the  will,  it  would 
^^^  constituted  a  debt  from  the  stranger  to  the  testa- 
^^  estate,  and  if  it  became  very  profitable  in  the  hands 
.      ^^e  borrower,  the  Court  would  not  hold,  that  because 
^^^s  part  of  the  testator's  estate,  the  executors  or  any 
'^'"'^^ns  claiming  under  the  will,  were  entitled  to  the 
J^*'^^t8  made  by  the  employment  of  that  money.     If  the 
^^^^X  was  authorized,  it  follows,  that  the  person  who 
^^^^ived  the  money  was  entitled  to  do  with  the  money 
^^^tly  as  he  thought  fit,  and  to  employ  it  in  any  species 
Speculation,  or  in  any  other  way  he  pleased.     It  be- 
^^^e  his  money,  and  be  became  subject  to  the  obliga- 
^^  of  repaying  the  amount  so  borrowed.     As  I  have 
^^■^ady  stated,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  money  ob- 
^U^ed  from  the  testator's  estate  was  actually  employed 

by 
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1854.  by  him  in  the  business  of  a  brewer.  He  seems,  subse^ 
quentiy  to  entering  into  the  partnership,  and  for  the 
purposes  of  it,  to  have  taken  money  to  the  amount  of 
8,147/., for  which  he  gave  a  security  by  mortgage:  but 
it  appears  that  every  penny  of  the  money  so  taken  has 
been  repaid  to  the  testator's  estate.  It  is,  undoubtedly, 
true,  that  no  account  has  been  given  of  the  profits,  but 
as  I  have  already  stated,  neither  the  executors  nor  the 
cestuis  que  trust  were  entitled,  in  my  opinion,  to  claim 
any  part  of  the  profits  made  in  respect  of  the  business 
so  carried  on,  that  is,  so  far  as  Mr.  M^v  is  concerned. 

With  respect  to  Mr.  Cull  it  might  have  been  difierent, 
but  no  case  is  made  against  him,  his  executors  are  not 
before  the  Court,  and  probably  the  Court,  after  the 
great  length  of  time  that  has  elapsed,  would  not  think 
that  anything  substantial  could  be  made  in  respect  of 
his  employment  of  the  3,000/.  for  the  two  years  it  was 
in  his  hands,  and  during  which  interest  has  been  paid. 
Mr.  Mew  was  not  a  trustee  originally  constituted  by 
the  testator,  and,  in  my  opinion,  the  facts  that  have 
occurred  have  not  constituted  him  a  quasi  trustee  or  made 
him  liable  to  account  in  the  character  of  a  trustee.  He 
held  the  character  of  a  borrower  from  the  testator's 
estate,  who  was,  probably,  allowed  by  the  trustees  to 
deal  with  the  money  in  a  very  improper  manner,  with 
this  this  Court  has  now  nothing  to  do,  unless  by  that 
mode  of  dealing  with  the  property  a  loss  has  been  sus- 
tained by  the  estate  or  by  the  cestuis  que  trust.  No 
loss  has  occurred,  and  it  is  not  for  the  purpose  of  making 
good  any  loss,  that  this  suit  is  instituted  ;  but  to  enforce 
a  claim  of  the  cestuis  que  trust  to  recover  the  profiU 
made  by  Mr.  Mew,  over  and  above  the  principal  an< 
interest  of  the  money  taken  and  employed  by  him. 

That  being  the  state  of  the  case  in  May,  1829,  whi 

Mr 
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Mr^^  Parker  attained  her  age  of  twenty-one  years.    At        1864. 

tlmwk^  time  certain  accounts  were  submitted  to  ber,  all 
tiM^  m -terns  of  wbicb  were  correct,  but  they  contained  no 
8ta.^c^ment  that  part  of  the  testator's  estate  had  been  ad- 
▼ca.s:^<^«d  to  Mr.  Mew,  and  that  it  had  been  employed  by 
hi  B3CM  in  the  brewery  business.  That  is  omitted  (rom  the 
aci^^ounts,  but  if  I  am  right  in  the  conclusion  to  which 
I  1^  si.ve  come  upon  the  first  part  of  the  case,  that  omis- 
s^^>KB  was  immaterial,  because,  in  my  opinion,  the  legatees 
^^^'wr^  not  entitled  to  claim  any  part  of  profits  made  in 
^™  «^     business  during  that  period. 


lie  release  was  executed  by  her  in  the  month  of 
^^^^^  Member  following.  Now,  undoubtedly,  this  Court 
'^•^J  look  with  very  considerable  jealousy  at  a  release 
^^^^^^2uted  by  a  young  lady  who  has  just  come  of  age,  or 
®"^^M-tly  after,  by  reason  of  the  difficulty  that  a  young 
^^^^^,3r  would  have,  in  understanding  complicated  accounts 


^  her  rights  with  respect  to  property,  and  her  disin- 
^  *  ^  *=^  ^ition  to  contest  the  conduct  of  her  trustees.  In  that 
^^^^^,  the  Court  would  expect  that  her  natural  guardian 


^^-^Id  be  the  person  who  would  assist  her  in  having 

*^^^^ae  accounts  investigated  ;  and  if  the  accounts  were 

^^  •^^  ^n  with  the  assistance  of  h^r  natural  guardian,  that 

^^^  ^*^ld  be  a  strong  argument  in  favour  of  the  validity  of 

^^  ^^  ii  a  release.    The  converse,  undoubtedly,  is  the  case 

**  ^re  the  guardian  himself  is  the  person  to  be  benefited 

^^      ^he  release ;  and  it  was  urged,  very  strongly,  that  this 

-^    ^^  ^  a  case  in  which  Mr.  Mew  was,  in  point  of  fact,  bene- 

-^       ^&^  J  by  the  release,  and  that,  therefore,  no  reliance  could 

^.^^  placed  upon  it,  and  that  this  lady  ought  not  to  be 

^^nd  by  it.     If,  in  point  of  fact,  the  father  had  obtained 

^  ^        ^^^  substantial  benefit  by  this  release,  I  should  not  cuu- 

^^^  ^■'^  ^r  it  of  any  value;  but,  in  my  opinion,  the  release  does 

j^  ,^^^  '^  assist  the  Plaintiff's  case  at  all.    Here  is  an  account 

^^^  ted   between  the  executors  and  the  daughter,  the 

^^OL.  XX.  X  items 
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1864.  items  in  the  accounts,  so  far  as  they  go,  are  correct ; 
there  is  no  evidence  before  me  to  impeach  the  correct- 
ness of  any  one  of  the  accounts.  There  is  omitted  from 
the  account  that  statement  (which,  as  I  have  already 
observed,  I  consider  immaterial),  that  part  of  the  pro- 
perty of  the  testator  had  been  lent  to  Mr.  Mew^  and 
had  been  employed  by  him  in  trade.  This  Court,  aftei 
an  account  has  been  stated,  signed  and  acted  on  for  a 
considerable  length  of  time,  nay,  even  for  a  short  length 
of  time,  will  not  open  it,  unless  some  error  or  inaccuracy 
is  pointed  out  in  it.  But,  in  my  opinion,  no  inaccuracy 
whatever  is  pointed  out  in  that  account. 

The  facts  that  occurred  immediately  after  the  release 
must  have  shewn  the  Plaintiff  that  the  property  of  the 
testator  had  been  lent  to  Mr.  Mew^  and  had  been  em- 
ployed by  him  in  trade. 

The  money  was  not  paid  over  to  her,  but  was  treated 
as  a  loan  from  her  to  her  father ;  he  gave  her  a  promis- 
sory note  for  the  amount,  and  regularly  accounted  to  her 
for  the  interest  down  to  her  marriage  in  1836. 

At  the  time  of  the  Plaintiff's  marriage,  the  account  was 
stated  again  between  herself  and  her  father,  and  Mr. 
Parker^  her  husband,  was  a  party  to  it:  he  knew  ex- 
actly what  had  taken  place,  and  they  allowed  the  money 
to  remain  in  the  trade  of  the  father  from  that  period 
down  to  the  death  of  Mr.  Mew  in  1850.  At  the  time 
of  the  marriage,  no  inquiry  was  made  of  the  executors 
whether  they  had  fully  accounted,  no  further  account 
was  asked  from  them,  and,  as  from  the  date  of  the  mar- 
riage it  would  be  impossible  to  contend  (in  fact,  in 
reply,  it  was  not  considered  possible  for  the  Plaintiff  to 
contend),  that  any  account  could  be  asked  of  the  profits 
made  of  the  2,5(X)Z.,  which  Mr.  Mew  had  been  allowed 

to 
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to    retain  at  interest,  from  the  period  of  the  marriage,        1854. 
do^rn  to  Mr.  Metos  death,  in  1850.     During  this  time 
maMera  went  on  upon  the»  same  footing,  and  the  inte* 
rest   vnoi  duly  paid  by  Mr.  Mew  to  Mr.  Parker  on  the 

2,aooL 

In    addition   to  this,  Mr.  Mew,  during  the  whole 
period,  appears  to  have  been  making  presents  and  an 
allo^rance  to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Parker,  and  to  have  been 
advancing  money  to  enable  Mr.  Parker  to  buy  a  situa- 
tion in  trade;  and  it  is  not  till  the  death  of  Mr.  Mew, 
f^^Tteen  years  after  the  marriage  and  more  than  twenty- 
otie    years  after  the  account  was  settled  between  his 
^^^*fe  and  the  executors,  that  Mr.  Parker  (for  that  this 
^  his  suit  no  one  can  doubt)  thinks  fit  to  raise  any  ques- 
tions   whatever  upon  the  subject.      If  he  had   raised 
the  questions  during  the  life  of  Mr.  Mew,  the  probable 
^^'^seqnences  to  himself  might  have  been  very  serious. 
He  might  have  lost  those  advantages  which  he  derived 
"^*n  him,  and  Mr.  Mew  being  perfectly  well  aware  of 
th^  ^hole  of  the  transactions,  and  of  the  nature  of  the 
^^^^,  would  have  been  able,  in  the  clearest  and  most 
M.t.i^factory  manner,  to  have  stated  exactly  what  had 
^■■^  en  place :  for  it  is  clear,  that  he  was  a  roan  of  business 
**^^  that  his  accounts  were  kept  in  a  regular  manner. 
^  ^^se  which  is  brought  forward  after  this  lapse  of  time 
"^^^8  not  present  itself  in  a  favorable  aspect.     It  is  quite 
^'^•^tain,  that  this  Court   will   not  allow  any  time  to 
P^^^^tect  a  fraud,  or  to  bind  persons  by  a  transaction  in 
^•^h  they  have  been  prejudiced,  if,  in  fact,  they  have 
^^^  the  best  diligence  they  could  in  bringing  the  matter 
•l^^edily  before  the  Court.     But,  it  appears  to  me,  upon 
^ni^  ipi^g^^  having  not  merely  attended  very  carefully  to 
^*^e  very  elaborate  and  able  arguments  of  the  Counsel 
^^d  the  detail  of  the  facts  before  ,me,  but  also  having 
^^en  the  trouble  to  go  through  the  evidence  myself, 
X  3  that 
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that  assuming  this  suit  maintainable,  there  is  nothing 
to  justify  the  non-institution  of  it  at  a  previous  period. 
I  am,  however,  of  opinion,  that  it  could  not  have  been 
maintained,  if  it  had  been  brought  forward  immediately 
after  the  marriage  or  immediately  after  the  release  exe- 
cuted by  Mrs.  Parker.  So  far,  therefore,  as  Mrs. 
Parkers  share  is  concerned,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
case  fails. 


The  other  part  of  the  case  is  in  respect  of  Mn 
Benjamin  Thomas  E.  Mew's  share,  which  by  a  voluntary 
settlement  stands  settled,  in  certain  events,  upon  Mrs. 
Parker  and  her  children.  The  same  observation  occurs 
with  respect  to  this  as  with  respect  to  the  other  share, 
with  this  additional  observation,  which  is  of  great 
moment: — It  is,  that  the  account  was  settled  between 
Beryamin  Tkomus  E,  Mew  and  the  executors  when  he 
attained  twenty-one  years  and  when  the  deed  was  exe- 
cuted. In  fact,  there  is  a  recital  of  it  in  the  deed,  and 
it  appears  to  me,  that  he  would  be  estopped  from  alleging 
the  contrary ;  but  so  far  from  doing  so,  he  abides  by  it, 
and  insists  upon  its  being  correct.  It  would  be  a  new 
doctrine  to  me,  that  where  a  person,  upon  a  settlement 
of  accounts  between  himself  and  his  trustees,  is  found 
entitled  to  a  specific  sum  of  money,  and  he  afterwards 
voluntarily  settles  that  sum  of  money  in  favour  of 
himself  and  certain  other  persons,  those  other  persons, 
who  are  mere  volunteers,  can  insist  on  his  incurring  the 
expense  of  a  chancery  suit,  as  they  allege,  for  his  own 
benefit,  to  set  aside  the  settlement  of  accounts  by  which 
he  professes  to  be  bound  and  which  he  believes  to  be 
accurate.  So  that,  he  being  of  opinion  that  he  could 
not  set  it  aside,  even  if  he  were  desirous,  the  Plaintiffs 
ask  to  be  entitled  to  compel  him  to  do  that  which  he  is 
unwilling  to  do,  and  to  open  accounts  by  which  he  is 
desirous  to  be  bound. 

The 
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The  result  is,  that,  in  my  opinion,  if  this  were  the        1854. 
case  of  Mr.  Parker  himself  before  his  bankruptcy,  who 
came  forward  to  institute  this  suit  in  respect  of  the  un- 
settled property,  it  would  completely  fail ;  that  if  it  were      Bloxam. 
the    case  of  Mrs.  Parker  and  her  children,  claiming  in    ^ 
respect  of  the  unsettled  property  and  the  right  to  a 
Battlement,  it  also  completely  fails ;  that  if  it  were  the 
ca»«  of  the  assignees  suing  in  the  place  of  Mr.  Parker, 
It  3.1 8o  fails.    In  my  opinion,  therefore,  it  fails  altogether, 
aad  IB  a  suit  which  ought  never  to  have  been  brought 
before  this  Court. 

I^he  result  is,  that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  with 
costs  as  against  all  persons,  except  Mr.  Parker  himself, 
ancl  against  his  assignees,  who,  although  they  repu- 
diated the  suit,  yet  have  never  disclaimed  any  interest 
iOL  the  subject  matter  of  it,  or  submitted  to  be  bound  by 
the  accounts  themselves. 
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1«66. 


Feb.  22,  23, 
28. 


HARFORD  V.  LLOYD. 


The  produce  of    JOHN  IVYLEAFE   bequeathed  to  the  Brittol 

a  specific  le-       9F  .  »         r^ 

ffacv  misaD-  Royal  Infirmary  his  money  in  the  public  or  Govern- 

ment Stocks,  upon  trust,  after  certain  payments,  to 
apply  the  income  towards  the  charitable  purposes  of 
the  Infirmary  for  ever.  And  he  appointed  the  treasurer, 
for  the  time  being,  of  the  Infirmary  to  be  sole  executor 
of  his  will. 


a 

giu^  misap- 
plied by  A,f  an 
administrator, 
being  traced 
into  pott  obit 
securities  given 
by  B.  to  C, 
the  Court  held 
that  the  ccMtui 
que  trust  was 
entitled  to  a 
chaige  on  the 
securities. 

A  specific 
legacy  of 
6,000/  Con- 
sols, be- 
queathed to 
the  Plaintifis, 
was  unneces- 
sarily and  im- 
properly sold 
out  by  the  ad- 
ministrator 
(A.),  with  the 
aid  of  B.f 
and  the  pro- 
duce carried 
partly  to  the 
banking  ac- 
count of  ^., 
and  the  re- 
mainder to  that  of  B,  A  series  of  shuffling  of  cheques  and  transfer  of  moneys  took 
place,  but  2,908/.  was  traced  to  B.  About  this  time,  B  laid  out  moneys  in  the  pur- 
chase of  a  pott  obit  security,  and  though  the  trust  moneys  could  not  be  distinctly 
traced  into  the  securities,  yet  the  Court  held,  from  the  suspicious  character  of  the 
transactions,  that  such  was  the  just  inference,  so  far  as  to  throw  on  the  other  side  the 
onus  of  disproving  it,  and  this  not  having  been  done,  the  Court  held,  that  the  Plainti£& 
ImmI  a  chaige  on  the  securities  for  the  2,908/.  and  interest. 

In  addition  to  this,  B.  had  sold  and  transferred  the  securities  to  C*,  in  consideration 
€f  a  debt  then  owing.  C.  had  notice  that  the  money  by  which  the  securities  had  been 
olitained  had  been  derived  from  J.,  though  she  had  no  notice  of  the  breach  of  trust. 
Held,  that  C.  could  not  set  up  an  adverse  title  as  against  A.<,  and  a  fortiori,  that  she 
eoold  not  do  80  as  against  the  PlaintiflTs  {A*s  catuis  que  truit.) 


The  testator  died  on  the  10th  of  January,  1860,  pos- 
sessed of  a  sum  of  6,000/.  Consols.  At  the  time  of  his 
death,  be  was  residing  in  lodgings  in  the  house  ai  JSvam 
jRees.  Evan  jRees  took  possession  of  his  papers,  and 
communicated  the  contents  of  his  will  to  the  officers  of 
the  Infirmary,  who,  from  the  information  derived  from 
JRees  and  under  a  misconception  of  the  true  state  of 
the  testator's  assets,  renounced  probate,  and  letters  of 
administration  were,  on  the  17th  of  October,  1850, 
granted  to  Evan  Rees,  as  a  creditor  of  the  deceased. 
He  obtained  letters  of  administration  through  the  in- 
strumentality and  assistance  of  John  Lloyd,  a  money 

lender. 
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ieod^r,  who  became  surety  for  him  to  the  Ecclesiastical 


Xbe  state  of  the  testator's  assets  was  such,  that  the 
Slim  of  6,000/.  Consols  was  a  clear  fund,  applicable  to 
the  trusts  of  the  will.  « 

On   the  22nd  of  October y  1850,  Bees  sold  out  the 
whole  stock,  and  the  produce  was  paid  to  him  by  the 
broVer  in  three  notes  of  1,000/.  each,  three  notes  of 
60O/.   each,  and  a  cheque  for  1,342/.     Up  to  this  time 
neither  Lhyd  nor  Rees  had  any  banking  account,  but, 
on    the  same  day,  Lloyd  went  with  Rees  to  Messrs. 
Davies  Sc  Co.,  iiankers,  and  Lloyd  opened  an  account 
with  them  by  paying  in  the  identical  cheque  for  1,342/. 
Oa  the  foUowiog  day  Lloyds  wife,  who  had  a  bank- 
Kig  account  with  Messrs.  Coutis  Sc  Co.,  introduced  Rees 
to  them,  and  he  then  opened  an  account  with  them  with 
the  Dotes  produced  from  the  sale  of  the  stock.    These 
three  accounts  being  opened,  a  long  series  of  cheques 
were  drawn  on  them,  and  the  produce,  apparently,  trans- 
ferred from  one  account  to  another,  but  there  appeared 
SQch  a  shuSUng  of  the  money,  that  it  was  impossible 
^*^*fly  to  trace  it.     But,  in  addition  to  the  cheque  of 
l>o42/.,  Lloyd  had,  beyond  doubt,  received  other  parts 
oi  the  trust  money  from  Rees,  by  means  of  cheques 
o<%;wa  on  bis  banking  accounts.     It  was  also  taken  to 
h^  the  facty  that  the.  aggregate  of  the  balances  of  the 
ti^Tee  banking  accounts  did  not,  at  any  time,  exceed 
tba  produce  of  the  6,000/.  Consols. 

The  officers  of  the  Infirmary  having  afterwards,  to 
some  extent,  discovered  the  state  of  affairs,  filed  a  bill, 
on  the  16th  of  Febrytary,  1851,  against  Rees  and  Lhyd, 

to 


*CBR^'  .  .  -««ci6« 


L 


f  »  bond.*         .    tVvat  ^"         ^^.gtv  ?»^" 
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Pending  the  suit  of  Harford  v.  Lloyd,  an  indenture 

^as    executed,  dated  the  2nd  of  May^  1851,  between 

**^^>3fd^  of  the  first  part,  his  wife  (who  was  possessed  of 

ft  la.i^e  separate  estate)  of  the  second  part,  and  a  trustee 

for  her,  of  the  third  part.    After  reciting  that  Mrs.  Lhyd 

'iftc]^  since  her  marriage  in  1844,  lent  her  husband  sums 

anaouriting  to  13,000Z.  out  of  her  separate  estate,  and 

^^at  ^te  greater  part  of  the  moneys  advanced  to  Howard 

^^^    l^er  separate  estate,  and  that  Lhyd  had  agreed  to 

®^*1     Ixer  Haward^s  security  for  6,410/.,  Mr.  ifcyrf,  in 

^^'^^icSeration  of  that  sum,  conveyed  the  securities  to 

^   '^■^stee  for  the  separate  use  of  his  wife. 


^  ^^c  present  bill  was  filed  by  the  Infirmary  against 

^^^^S^^,  his  wife,  who  had  since  died,  her  trustee,  and 

-^^^^^^  who  was  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  seeking  to  follow 

^    produce  of  the  Consols  into  the  post  obit  securities. 

T^w-tiyed  a  declaration,  that  the  deed  of  May,  1851, 

^^   ^oid,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  might  have  the  benefit 

^       'tfee  post  obit  securities. 


It  was  alleged,  on  the  part  of  the  principal  Defend- 
^t,  that  part  of  the  funds  provided  for  effecting  the 
^'^^rangement  with  Howard  had  been  derived  by  Mr. 
^^loyd  from  his  daughter,  Miss  Lloydy  and  from  his  wife 
^ut  of   her  separate  estate.      With  respect  to  Miss 
^loydy  the  Court,  however,  came  to  the  conclusion,  that 
Although  very  considerable  sums  had  been  lent  by  her 
^o  her  father,  yet  that  they  were,  with  the  exception  of 
^wo,  all  advanced  prior  to  June,  1850,  and  that  no  part 
^f  these  advances  had  been  applied  as  alleged.    As  to 
these  two  excepted  sums,  it  appeared,  that  on  the  25th 
^f  January,  1851,  she  had  sold  out  a  sum  of  stock  and 
paid  the  produce,  385/.,  to  her  father,  who  gave  a  se- 
curity 
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carity  for  it,  and  on  the  25th  of  January,  ISSl,  there 
was  B  credit  in  Mr.  Lloyd's  banking  book  of  250/*^ 
which  might  be  a  portion  of  the  385^  Again  on  the 
4th  of  Febmaryf  1851,  she  sold  out  another  sum  and 
lent  the  produce,  240/.,  to  her  fkther,  who  gave  a  se- 
curity for  it,  and  there  fras  a  corresponding  credit  in 
Mr.  Llaytts  banking  book. 


As  to  the  large  advances  made  by  Mrs.  Lloyd  to  her 
husband,  the  Court  came  to  the  conclusion  that  no  part 
could  be  traced  into  the  post  obit  securities. 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Toller,  for  the  Plaintiff,  argued, 
that  although  there  had  been  a  shuflSing  of  the  trust 
money,  still  that  it  had  been  clearly  traced  into  the  past 
obit  securities,  and  that,  therefore,  the  Plaintifis  had  a 
charge  on  them;  PenneU  v.  Deffell{a). 

That  the  trust  moneys  being  traced  into  the  securities 
and  mixed  up  with  other  moneys,  the  onus  of  proving 
what  part  did  not  belong  to  the  trust  was  thrown  on  the 
Defendants ;  Lupton  v.  White  (b) ;  Lord  Chedtoorth  v. 
Edwards  (c). 

That  the  moneys  of  Mrs.  and  Miss  Lloyd  had  not 
been  advanced  for  the  purchase  of  the  securities,  and 
that  Mrs.  Lloyd  had  notice  of  the  source  from  which 
these  moneys  had  been  derived. 


Mn  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Cairns,  for  Mrs.  Lloyd,  argued, 

that 


M)  iD§G.  M.  if  G.  372, 

*J  U  Tn.  432* 

A  ■  fV  i^i  and  lee  Gray 


V.    Haigt  and    the    cases  there 
cited,  antCy  p.  219. 
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^at    tbe  trust  money  had  not  been   traced  into  the 

^ecoiitieB;  that  it  had   been  mixed  with  the  general 

^ooejcs  of  JRee$  and  Lloyd,  and  could  not  be  followed ; 

^^t   t.he  assignment  to  Mrs.  Lloyd  was  perfectly  valid 

^^  ^Sainst  the  Plaintiffs;  that  the  assignees  of  Lloyd 

Could  aloae  challenge  its  validity,  and  that  Mrs.  Lloyd 

^^»     ^  purchaser  for    valuable  consideration   without 

^otics^ ;   Kennedy  v.  Cfreen  (a),  and  In  re  Moyhm  (i), 

^er«   ^ted. 

^*^»*.  JR.  Pakner  and  Mr.  Osborne,  for  Sir  J.  Haber- 
fi^^^^^    tbe  Assignee  of  Mr.  LLoyd. 

7.  Lindley,  for  the  trustee  of  Mrs.  Lloyd. 


Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

k\B  is  a  case  of  great  peculiarity.  The  state  of  it 
^*  "^-talg: — IJIis  Honor  here  recapitulated  the  principal 
f^^^^^  above  referred  to,  and  proceeded : — ] 

-^     «hall  consider  the  case,  in  the  first  place,  as  against 

^*''"*     Lloyd,  and   afterwards  consider  it  separately  as 

^S^itjst  Mrs.  Rebecca  Lloyd,     As  to  Mr.  Lloyd,  tbe 

^^"^^  of  the  case  shew  very  clearly,  that  he  distinctly 

^^^"Vr  that  this  money  was  the  produce  of  the  6,000/. 

^^^•^«)ls,  and  that  liees  had  obtained  possession  of  it  in 

^    character  of  the  legal  personal  representative  of  Mr. 

^^S^ieafe.    They  also  shew,  that  Mr.  Lloyd  had  notice 

"^tie  contents  of  the  will,  which  gave  the  whole  of  this 

^'"^^^rty  for  the  benefit  of  a  charity. 

'X'he  first  question,  is,  whether  these  trust  funds  can  be 

traced 

(ft)  3  MyL  i  K.  699.  (b)  16  Beaw.  220. 
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1855.  traced  into  these  securities,  and  various  steps  must  be 
established  for  that  purpose.  The  Consols  were  sold  out 
by  a  broker  employed  at  the  suggestion  of  Mr.  Lloyd^ 
the  produce  was  paid  to  Mr.  Rees^  and  it  is  then  dis- 
tinctly traced  to  the  two  bankers.  Up  to  this  moment, 
neither  Rees  nor  Lloyd  had  any  account  with  any 
bankers,  and  (except  from  Lloyd^s  wife  and  daughter) 
they  had,  apparently,  no  means  of  obtaining  the  means  of 
opening  any.  The  cheques,  drawn  by  Rees  against  his 
account  at  Messrs.  Coutts,  amounting,  in  the  whole,  to 
3,788/.,  are  proved  to  have  been  paid  to  Lloyd.  Uoyd 
gives  to  Rees  four  I.  O.  U.s,  amounting  altogether  to  the 
sum  of  2,875/.,  by  which  he  admits  that  sum  to  be  due 
to  him  from  Rees.  I  therefore  consider  it  established, 
that  the  amount  of  this  money  was  paid  by  Rees  to 
Lloyd.  I  consider  it  also  to  be  established,  that  Rees 
had  no  money  arising  from  any  source  whatever,  except 
the  money  derived  from  Ivyleafe^s  estate,  and  that 
Lloyd  was  well  aware  of  that  fact,  and  that  this  money 
which  was  paid  to  him  came  from  Ivyleafes  estate. 

The  next  question  is,  what  was  done  with  this  money  ? 
These  cheques  were  paid  at  various  times  between 
October,  1860,  and  the  12th  of  February,  1861,  and  it 
was  during  this  period  that  Lloyd  entered  into  the  ar- 
rangement with  Mr.  Howard.  The  first  suggestion  as 
to  obtaining  the  release  of  Mr.  Howard  from  prison, 
by  means  of  moneys  advanced  to  him  upon  post  obit 
securities,  took  place  in  the  beginning  of  the  month  of 
September y  1850,  and  a  written  agreement  was  actually 
entered  into  on  the  13th  of  November ,  1860.  In  that 
year,  various  sums  of  money  were  paid  for  Mr.  Howard^ 
and  the  matter  was  completed  and  the  mortgage  given 
on  the  11th  of  February,  1861.  It  is  obvious,  that  this 
arrangement  could  not  have  been  carried  into  effect  by 

Mr. 
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Mr.  lAayd^  except  by  procuring  a  coDsiderable  sum  of       1865. 
money,  to  enable  bim  to  advance  the  funds  necessary 
for  ibis  purpose.     And  with  respect  to  the  money  so 
advanced,  I  have  this  established  : — ^There  is  a  series 
of   cheques,   proved   to  have   been   drawn   by   Lloyd 
upon    his  account  with  Messrs.  Davies  k  Co.,  which 
passed  through  the  hands  of  Mr.  Howard,  and  which 
amounted  to  the  sum  of  2,806/.     There  are  also  other 
cheques,  amounting  to  143/.,  which  have  the  endorse- 
ment of  the  solicitor  of  Mr.  Howard,  another  cheque 
for  102/.,  which  is  stated  to  be  expressly  drawn  for  the 
pnrpoee  of  paying  the  balance  of  consideration  for  the 
P^i    obit  securities,   and    was   drawn  on  the  11th  of 
februcry^  1851,  the  day  of  the  completion  of  that  trans- 
action.    I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  2,806/.  and 
^^L,  which  together  would  amount  to  2,908/.,  (omit- 
™g  a.11  the  other  cheques),  were  paid  by  Mr.  Lloyd  for 
^e  purpose  of  these  post  obit  securities. 

^*be  next  question  is,  whether  it  is  established  by  the 
evidence,  that  the  sums  were  paid  out  of  the  monies 
which  Rees  supplied  to  Lloyd,  I  have  this  fact  before 
™^>  tbat  although  all  the  cheques  on  the  credit  side  of 

•^  Account  of  Idoyd  with  Davies  &  Co.,  are  not  proved 

*^^ve  come  from  Sees,  yet  a  very  large  proportion  of 
^^t^i  did  expressly  come  from  him,  and  that  Lloyd  had 
^^  Account  with  any  banker  previous  to  the  time  of  Rees 
*^^aiicing  this  money  to  him.  There  is  a  great  deal  of 
''^ternaixture,  backwards  and  forwards,  of  cheques,  which 
'^^ders  the  tracing  of  them  extremely  difficult.    This, 

^^^ume,  to  be  the  effect  of  accidental  circumstances  in 

^^  dealings  between  the  parties,  and  not  done  for  the 

P^^'pose  of  concealment  or  fraud,  and  these,   in   the 

^^^nce  of  the  parties  themselves,  it  is  impossible  to 

^^,  and  possibly  they  themselves  would  be  unable  to 

explain 
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1855.  explain  tbem.  But,  what  is  very  material  is  this: — It 
appears  that  at  no  time  did  the  united  balances  on  these 
three  accounts  exceed  the  amount  which  ReeM  obtained 
from  Ivyleafe's  estate.  This  appears  to  me  to  throw  on 
Mr.  Lloyd  the  burden  of  proving  that  these  moneys  did 
not  come  from  Rees  and  from  Ivyleafe*s  estate,  for  it  is, 
in  my  opinion,  proved,  that  Lloyd  knew  that  everything 
that  he  received  from  liees  was  derived  from  Jpyleafe's 
estate. 

Then  has  Mr.  Lloyd  proved  that  it  came  from  any 
other  source  ?  There  is  a  vast  amount  of  allegation, 
that  a  great  number  of  sums  were  due  to  him,  and  that 
moneys  were  obtained  by  him  from  other  sources,  to  be 
applied  to  his  general  purposes,  but,  with  the  exception 
of  the  moneys  derived  from  Mrs.  Lloyd  and  Miss  Lloyd, 
the  matter  stands  totally  on  allegation.  With  that  ex- 
ception, there  is  not  a  tittle  of  proof  and  not  a  shadow 
of  evidence  to  shew,  that  any  money  came  from  any 
other  source  whatever. 

With  respect  to  Miss  Lloyd's  evidence,  I  think  that 
may  be  disposed  of  very  shortly.  It  is  clearly  proved, 
that  considerable  sums  of  stock  were  sold  out  by  her, 
or  by  a  broker  for  her,  and  advanced  to  her  father,  and 
that  upon  all  these  occasions  1.  O.  U.s  corresponding 
to  those  sums,  were  given  to  her,  either  by  her  father, 
or  by  her  step-mother  and  her  father,  to  secure  those 
amounts;  but,  with  the  exception  of  two  sums,  they 
were  all  advanced  prior  to  the  6th  of  June,  1850,  and 
consequently  prior  to  any  question  relating  to  this  parti- 
cular transaction,  and  none  of  them  appear  to  have  been 
paid  into  the  account  of  Messrs.  Davies  8c  Co.,  which 
was  opened  for  the  first  time  on  the  22nd  of  October, 
1850.    Two  sums  were  sold  out  by  her,  the  400/.  stock 

was 
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ti^as   sold  on  the  25th  o(  January,  1851^  and  produced        1865. 

383Z.y  and  the  2602.  stock  was  sold  oat  on  the  4th  of 

J^^^Awrway,  and  produced  240^     Miss  Lhyd  states  in 

^^r     cfidence,  that  those  amounts  of  stock  were  sold 

^^t:    sod  paid  to  her  father,  expressly  for  the  purpose  of 

''^iv^S applied  for  the  purchase  of  this  bond;  but  the 

^"^^cS^nce  shews,  that  the  money  was  advanced  to  Mr. 

-^'"O^rf  on  another  security  given  by  him  to  his  daughter 

i»^     '^l^e  same  months  of  January  and  February,  and  for 

^*^<^*^her  purpose,  although  it  is  undoubtedly  possible 

^'^^^^  some  portion  of  the  funds  may  have  been  applied 

*^«*     ^be  benefit  of  Mr.  Howard. 

K     am  of  opinion  that  the   whole  transaction  was 

^  ^ided  on  this : — that  Mr.  Lloyd  was  enabled  to  enter 

c^  the  transaction,  and  that  he  did,  in  fact,  enter  into 

^     V^y  means  of  the  funds  supplied  to  him  by  Rees  for 

^^^     purpose;  that  he  knew  they  were  trust  funds;  and 

^^t  without  them  he  never  would  have  been  enabled  to 

^^r  into  this  transaction :  the  trust  funds  were  the  cause 

^^^  ongio  of  the  transaction,  and  were  knowingly  ap- 

*^^^^  by  Mr.  Lloyd  for  the  purpose  of  it. 

A^tb  respect  to  Mrs.  Rebecca  Lloyd,  there  is  not  a 

^^dow  of  evidence  to  prove  that  any  money  was  ad- 

^^^Hced  by  her  at  the  time  the  transactions  with  Mr. 

^^^^ffward  took  place.    The  evidence  to  the  contrary  is 

^^ly  strong.     It  is,  I  think,  established,  that  she  had 

^^vaneed  moneys  to  a  considerable  amount  to  her  bus- 

^^nd,  but  they  were  all  prior  to  this  period. 

Finding,  therefore,  no  moneys  whatever  derived  from 
^ny  (Aher  source  than  the  trust  funds,  with  the  ex- 
ception of  the  two  sums  of  money  derived  from  the 
daughter,  for  which  sufficient  security  was  given,  I  am 

of 
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of  opinion  that  it  is  established,  that  these  trust  funds 
were  applied  in  the  payments  to  Mr.  Howard^  in  con- 
sideration of  which  he  gave  these  post  obit  securities. 
The  probabilities  of  the  case  appear  to  me  to  be  very 
strong,  in  favour  of  believing  that  Rees  advanced  this 
money  in  the  belief  that  he  was  to  have  a  share  in  the 
transaction,  and  I  look  in  vain  for  any  reasonable  cause 
to  induce  him  to  advance  so  large  a  sum  of  money  as  he 
did  to  Mr.  Lloyd  without  security,  unless  he  expected  to 
derive  some  benefit  or  advantage  from  it.  The  result  is, 
that  as  against  Mr.  Lloyd,  I  am  of  opinion  the  case  is 
established,  that  Mr.  Rees  supplied  him  with  money  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  these  securities,  that  he  did  em- 
ploy the  money  for  that  purpose,  and  that  being  a  trust 
fund,  it  may  be  traced  into  the  securities,  which  may  be 
made  available  to  pay  what  is  due  to  the  Plaintiffs,  who 
are  entitled  to  the  trust  money. 


I  will,  in  the  next  place,  consider  the  case  as  against 
Mrs.  Rebecca  Lloyd.  That  a  great  fraud  was  committed 
by  Rees  and  Lloyd,  with  a  view  to  dispose  of  this 
money,  which  belonged  to  the  Bristol  Infirmary,  be- 
tween themselves,  appears  to  me  to  be  proved,  but  it  is 
not  proved  that  Mrs.  Lloyd  exactly  knew  what  the  funds 
were  which  they  were  dealing  with.  This,  however, 
appears  to  me  to  be  quite  established,  that  she  knew 
that  all  this  money  was  derived  from  Rees ;  and  after 
the  most  careful  consideration,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  assignment  made  to  her  was  nothing  more  than  a 
colorable  transaction,  entered  into  with  a  view  to  defeat 
Reess  debt.  That  the  13,000/.  was  due  from  Mr.  Lloyd 
to  Mrs.  Rebecca  Lloyd  1  do  not  doubt,  but  as  to  any 
money  being  advanced  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  to 
her,  not  only  is  that  fact  not  proved,  but,  I  think,  the 
opposite  is  established.     I  put  the  case  no  higher  than 
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thiB  r — that  Mrs.  Rebecca  Lloyd  knew  that  Mr.  Rees'8  1855. 
mooey  had  been  applied  in  purchasing  the  securities, 
and  that  she  allowed  herself  to  be  an  instrument 
in  the  hands  of  her  husband  to  defeat  that  claim. 
In  my  opinion,  she  could  not  defeat  Rees's  claim,  and 
i^  in  that  state  of  circumstances,  Rees  would  be  entitled 
to  the  securities  as  against  Mrs.  Lloyd^  then  the  Plain- 
tiflfs,  in  my  opinion,  are  entitled,  in  a  still  higher  degree 
than  ReeSf  to  claim  in  priority  of  Mrs.  Lloyd^  so  much 
of  these  moneys  as  were  advanced  on  these  securities. 
This  being  so,  the  Plaintiffs,  in  my  opinion,  are  entitled 
to  the  first  charge  on  these  securities. 

I   i3Qay  observe,  that  the  comments  made  by  both  sides 

^^   J^ennell  v.  Deffell(a)  and  Devaynes  v.  Noble  (fi), 

do   oot  appear  to  me  to  be  applicable.     In  Pennell  v. 

-^^ffcU,  I  thought  that  where  moneys  had  been  paid  into 

^  S^neral  account  with  bankers,  and  cheques  had  been 

"fu^vti  indiscriminately  upon  it,  they  became  so  mixed 

^P»  that  the  trust  fund  could  not  be  distinguished  from 

t"^  other  moneys  paid  in.    The  Lords  Justices  differed 

^'^m  me  in  that  opinion,  and  thought  that  by  the  attri- 

'^^tiotj  of  payments  it  might  be  distinguished.     But,  in 

^y  opinion,  this  case  is  much  higher  than  that.     Here, 

'^   tny  opinion,  the  securities  were  created  by  the  trust 

i>»Oc|^  and  I  have  no  evidence  before  me  that  anything 

®  ^^  Was  added  to  it,  with  the  exception,  that  there  some 

Presumptive  evidence  that  two  sums,  at  the  end  of  the 

^^JiBaction,  were  added  by  Miss  Mary  Lloyd^  but  the 

^"ole  transaction  originated  in  the  trust  fund,  was  car- 

^^  on  by  the  trust  fund,  and  completed  by  the  trust 

fund,  with  the  exception  that  those  two  sums  might 

have  been  partly  applied  for  that  purpose,  but  if  they 

^c^  they  formed  a  very  small  portion  of  it. 

The 

(fl)  4  De  G«J,  M.  *  G.  372.  (6)  1  Mer.  530. 
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Harford 

V. 

Lloyd. 


The  result  is,  that  I  am  of  opinion,  in  this  case,  that 
the  trust  funds  are  traced,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  are 
entitled  to  a  declaration  to  that  effect,  and  a  decree 
accordingly. 


Declare  that  the  Plaintiffs  have  a  charge  on  the  poti  obit  secorities 
for  2,875/.  and  interest  at  4  per  cent.,  and  make  the  ordinary  redemp- 
tion decree. 


March  8. 

A  Plaintiff 
described  him- 
self as  resident 
within  the 
jurisdiction. 
JBy  amend- 
ment he  de- 
scribed himself 
as  of  the  ship 
H^.,  "now  on 
a  voyage  to 
Sjfdnejf  and 
back  to  Lon- 
dorif  master 
mariner.'^     It 
not  appearing 
when  he  would 
return  within 
the  jurisdic- 
tion, security 
for  costs  was 
ordered  to  be 
given. 


STEWART  V.  STEWART. 

rpHE  Plaintiff,  by  his  original  bill,  described  himself 
as  "of  Ellington  Terrace,  Liverpool  Road,  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex^  Master  Mariner."  The  Defendant 
appeared  and  answered.  After  this  the  Plaintiff  amended 
his  bill,  and  described  himself  as  ''of  the  Ship  Wacousta^ 
now  on  a  voyage  to  Sydney  and  back  to  London^ 
Master  Mariner." 

The  Defendant,  Elizabeth  Jane  Stewart,  before  ap- 
pearing to  the  amended  bill,  moved  that  the  Plaintiff 
might  give  security  for  costs. 

Mr.  Loudon^  in  support  of  the  motion.  The  Plaintiff 
having  described  himself  as  being  out  of  the  jurisdiction 
is  bound  to  give  security  for  costs. 

Mr.  Rogers,  contri.  The  rule  does  not  apply  to  a 
master  mariner,  whose  business  requires  him,  from  time 
to  time,  to  absent  himself  temporarily  from  England. 
Secondly,  the  rule  does  not  apply  unless  the  Plaintiff 
is  domiciled  abroad  ;  and,  thirdly,  the  Defendant  comes 
too  late,  for  she  was  made  aware  of  the  fact  on  the  9th 

of 
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^{January,  and  has  delayed  making  the  application. 
-He  cited   Hobtf  v.  Hitchcock  {a);    Blaheney  v.  Da- 
Srwr  (J) ;  Conway  v.  WiUon  (c). 

^ke  Masteb  of  the  Rolls. 

I  understand  the  rule  to  be  this :— that  this  Court, 
112  sll  cases  of  this  kind,  sees  whether  there  is  reason- 
abl^  security  that  any  order  it  may  make  against  the 
PI  £^in  tiff  can  be  enforced,  and  does  not  compel  a  Plaintiff 
to  :^i  ve  security  for  costs,  merely  because  he  goes  abroad 
P^K^ding  the  suit,  for  he  may  have  no  intention  of  re- 
"^^  ining  there. 

f  n  this  case  I  find  that  the  Plaintiff  has  no  fixed 
ftbcxl^  in  this  country,  that  he  has  gone  abroad  out  of 
^'^^  J  mjrisdiction,  and  that  there  is  nothing  to  shew  when 
^^    ^w«r  ill  return. 


e  order  must  be  made. 

S«>        5  r«.  699.  (c)  Irith  Jurat,  66. 

<^^>       tDeG.M.!^G.77l. 

«^^=^-»E.— See  Kerr  v.  Gillespie,  7  Beav.  269;   Wyllie  v.  EUice,  11 
P^^^^^     99. 
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March  17, 
19,  20. 
A  trustee,  with 
the  consent  of 
his  cestui  que 
trusi,  pledged 
Madras 
government 
notes,  held  by 
him  in  trust, 
for  the  benefit 
of  a  firm  of 
which  he  was 
partner.    The 
notes  were 
afterwards  re- 
deemed and 
delivered  to 
the  firm.   Sub- 
sequently the 
firm,  without 
the  consent  of 
the  cestui  que 
trustt  pledged 
them  for  a 
similar  pur- 
pose.   The 
firm  being  in- 
solvent and 
bankruptcy 
imminent,  the 
trustee  re- 
deemed the 
no^es  with 
partnership 
assets,  in- 
dorsed them 
to  himself 
personally,  and 
replaced  them 
in  hit  private 
chest.    Tha 
ftnn  became 
buoknipL 
HeM,  first, 
that  the  notes 
vwre  not  in 
disorder  and 
disposition  of 
Chtfinn;  and, 


SINCLAIR  V.  WILSON. 

"D  Y  a  settlement,  made  in  1836,  upon  the  marriage  of 
"^  Joseph  Barrow,  a  merchant  in  Madras,  and  the 
Plaintiff,  Matilda  Charlotte  Sinclair,  60,000  sicca 
rupees,  secured  to  trustees  by  the  bond  of  Mr.  Bar- 
row,  were  settled  upon  trust  for  the  Plaintiff  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  Mr.  Barrow  for  life ;  and  after  their 
decease,  in  the  event  of  there  being  no  children,  (which 
happened,)  upon  trusts  for  Mr.  Barrow. 

The  trust  moneys  might,  amongst  other  securities,  be 
invested  on  **  government  loans  in  India.'* 

In  1842,  Mr.  Barrow  died,  and  his  wife  was  left 
executrix  and  sole  residuary  legatee.  At  this  time,  Mr. 
Wilson,  a  person  residing  at  Madras,  and  Mr.  Marriott, 
who  was  resident  in  England,  were  the  trustees  of  the 
settlement,  and  the  bond  remained  unpaid.  Part  of  the 
assets  of  Mr.  Barrow  being  realized,  was  handed  over 
to  Mr.  TVilson,  the  trustee,  in  discharge  of  the  bond,  and 
was  by  him,  in  June,  1843,  invested  in  the  purchase  of 
Madras  government  notes,  which,  with  a  subsequent 
similar  purchase,  amounted  to  26,700  sicca  rupees,  and 
notice  of  the  purchase  was  given  to  the  Plaintiff. 

On  the  4th  of  January,  1845,  Wilson,  acting  on  behalf 
of  himself  and  his  co-partners  in  business  (trading  under 
the  firm  of  Barroxo  &  Co.),  requested  the  Plaintiff  to 

accommodate- 
secondly,  that  there  was  no  fraudulent  preference. 
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accommodate  the  firm  with  the  loan  of  these  notes  for 
a  short  time,  in  order  to  deposit  them  with  the  "  Bank 
of  Jt^adraSf**  for  a  limited  period,  as  security  for  advances 
tbev2  required  by  them.  The  Plaintiff  consented,  and 
l^^i£^4)n  indorsed  the  notes  to  the  firm  of  Barrow  &  Co., 
and  the  firm,  on  the  same  day,  deposited  them  with  the 
Ba.nlc. 

I*^  March,  1846,  the  Plaintiff  left  India  and  never 
r^^-^a-iriied ;  in  July,  1 848,  she  married  Mr.  Sinclair, 
and  ehe  was  paid  interest  on  the  notes  down  to  Decern' 
*»•,    1848. 

I<^  1846,  the  firm  of  Barrow  Sc  Co.  having  paid  off 

tile      moneys  due  to  the  Bank  of  Madras,  the  latter, 

witlfcout  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  Plaintiff,  re- 

^^*"'^cd  the  notes  for  the  26,700  sicca  rupees  to  Messrs. 

-^^Mw^ow  Sc  Co.    The  notes  were  then  kept  by  Wibon, 

^P^rt  from  the  counting-house  of  the  firm,  in  an  iron 

chest  appropriated  to  the  safe  keeping  of  papers  relating 

to  the  Plaintiflfs  private  affairs. 

Afterwards,  in  June,  1846,  Wilson,  without  the 
Plaintiff's  knowledge  or  consent,  deposited  the  notes 
for  the  26,700  sicca  rupees  with  the  Oriental  Bank 
of  Jfadras,  as  a  security  for  monies  advanced  to 
the  firm. 

^^  February,  1849,  Wilson,  knowing  the  firm  was 
insolvent  and  that  bankruptcy  or  insolvency  was  im- 
"^'i^ent,  applied  the  partnership  funds  in  redeeming  the 
26»700  sicca  rupees  from  the  Oriental  Bank.  The  bills 
^^^g  returned  to  him,  he,  in  the  name  of  the  firm,  in- 
<ior8ed  them  to  himself,  as  trustee  for  the  Plaintiff  under 
*^  aeUlement,  and  replaced  them  in  the  iron  chest. 

Subsequently, 


I 


Sinclair 

V, 
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Subsequently,  in  the  same  month  o(  February  ^Wilson 
indorsed  the  notes  specially  and  delivered  them  to  Mr. 
Dt/meSp  as  his  agent,  with  power  to  receive  the  interest, 
Wilson,  but  not  to  part  with  or  negotiate  the  notes  themselves^ 
and  he  sent  a  statement  to  that  effect  to  the  MadrcLS 
Treasury. 

On  the  14th  of  MarcA,  1849,  Wilson  left  ih^  East 
Indies,  and  arrived  in  England  on  the  23rd  of  ApriL 

On  the  8th  of  Afoy,  1849,  an  act  of  bankruptcy  was 
committed  by  the  firm,  upon  which  they  were  duly  de- 
clared bankrupts. 

The  notes  were  claimed  by  the  assignees  on  the  one 
hand,  as  within  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bank- 
rupts, and,  on  the  other,  by  the  Plaintiff,  as  property 
subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement.  The  Chief  Clerk 
found  in  favour  of  the  PlaintiiT,  and  the  Assignees  now 
moved  to  vary  the  certificate. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Karslake,  for  the  Assignees. 
The  first  question  is,  whether  the  notes  were  in  the  order 
and  disposition  of  Barrow  &  Co.  at  the  time  of  the 
bankruptcy.  The  FliintiiT,  as  executrix  of  her  hus- 
band's will,  had  full  power  to  deal  with  the  property. 
She  permitted  the  firm  to  transfer  the  notes  to  them- 
selves, and  to  be  appHed  for  their  benefit,  and  she  was 
content  to  hold  the  firm  accountable  to  her  for  the 
amount  of  them.  That  transaction  therefore  terminated 
the  trusts  of  the  settlement  and  converted  the  relation 
of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust  into  that  of  debtor  and 
creditor ;  consequently  this  property  was  in  the  reputed 
ownership   of  the  firm,  and  passed  to  the  assignees; 

Fox 
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J*\)x  V.  Fisher  (a);  Ex  parte   Thomas  (fi);  Ex  parte       1865. 
^M-  'atkins  (c). 


Secondly,  if  these  notes  did  not  pass  to  the  assignees 
L^  being  within  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bank- 
"mjipts,  but  continued  trust  property  belonging  to  the 
E^^Jaintiff,  then  the  voluntary  employment  of  the  funds 
^  f  the  firm,  while  it  was  in  a  state  of  insolvency  and 
"^^hen  bankruptcy  was  imminent,  in  redeeming  them, 
r*  onstituted  a  fraudulent  preference,  and  consequently 
:^^e  produce  of  the  notes  is  liable  to  make  good  or 
— <8tore  to  the  bankrupt's  estate  the  sums  so  improperly 
^^pplied  in  their  redemption;  Marshall  v.  Lamb(d); 
..^^olandY.  Glyn(e). 

Mr.  Kingldke^  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended  that  the 
-property  was  ear-marked  and  lent  to  the  firm  for  a  par- 
"Vicular  purpose  only,  which  had  been  completely  satis- 
"Aed ;  that  having  been  restored  to  its  former  custody,  it 
^remained  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement ;  that 
^he  pledging  of  it  again  by  the  firm,  (every  member  of 
which  knew  of  the  trust,)  without  the  PlaintiflTs  con- 
sent, did  not  affect  its  character  and  was  a  breach  of 
trust,  and  that  consequently  the  relation  of  debtor  was 
not  created,  and  that  the  notes  were  not  in  the  order  and 
disposition  of  the  bankrupt;  Ex  parte  Marrable{f); 
Pmhett  V.  Wright  {g).     That  the  employment  of  the 
money  of  the  firm  in  setting  right  the  breach  of  trust  and 
in  restoring  the  property  was  not  a  fraudulent  preference, 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  was,  therefore,  entitled  to  the 

notes, 

(a)  3  Barn.  <$•  Aid.  135.  Ch.  87. 

lb)  Z  M.  D  if  Be  G.  40;   1  (d)  5  Q.  B.  115. 

PhUL  159,  reversing  2  M.  D.  !^  (e)  4  Bing.  22,  n. ;  2  DvwL  if 

Be  G.  294.  R.  310. 

(f )  2  Af .  4-  Ayr.  348,  revert-  (/)  1  Gl.  Sf  J.  402. 

ing  1  M.  if  Ayr.  689 ;  4  Dea.  ^  (g)  2  Hare,  120. 
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notes^  without  restoring  the  money  applied  in  redeeming 
them ;  Ogden  v.  Stone  (a) ;  Morgan  v.  Brundrett  (i). 

Mr.  Cairns,  for  another  Defendant. 

Mr.  Cailliard,  for  Mr.  Sinclair. 

Mr.  Karslahnj  in  reply. 


March  20.         The  Masteb  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case^  I  have,  after  some  considerable  hesita- 
tion, come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  chief  clerk  has 
arrived  at  a  right  decision. 

The  particulars  of  the  case  are  these : — Certain  govern- 
ment notes  were  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  WiUon^  as  trustee 
of  the  Plaintiff's  settlement.  Under  the  trusts  of  that 
settlement  and  the  will  of  her  husband,  and  subject  to  the 
payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies,  it  was  the  Plaintiff's 
own  property,  and  she  undoubtedly  might  have  disposed 
of  it  exactly  as  she  thought  fit ;  nevertheless  it  was 
trust  property  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Wilson^  a  member  of 
the  firm  of  Barrow  &  Co.  The  firm  applied  to  the 
Plaintiff  for  leave  to  pledge  this  property,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  raising  some  money  for  the  benefit  of  the  firm. 
She  consented,  and  thereupon  Mr.  Wilson  indorsed  the 
government  notes  over  to  the  firm  of  Barrow  &  Co., 
who  indorsed  them  over  to  the  Madras  Bank,  to  secure 
a  sum  of  money  lent  to  the  firm.  The  Plaintiff  was 
informed  of  that  fact,  and  had  no  right  or  reason  to 
complain  of  that  transaction.    The  Madras  Bank,  being 

paid, 

(a)  11  M«ei.4-fr.  494. 

(6)  5  Bam,  4-  Ad.  289 ;  2  Nev.  4  M.  280. 
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pBi€i,  indorsed  these  notes  back  again  to  Barrow  Sc  Co.,        1865. 
hut.    ic  does  not  appear  that  the  Plaintiff  had  any  know- 
ledge   of  that  transaction.    The  notes  were  then  re<- 
tain^^ci  as  the  separate  property  of  the  Plaintiff,  and 
w^s-^,  in  fact,  set  apart  in  a  chest,  and  were  never  entered 
io   t^lm  ^  books  of  the  firm  as  part  of  the  assets  of  the  firm. 
Tb^y   afterwards  deposited  these  notes,  without  indorse- 
ni^i::^^,  with  the  Oriental  B^uk,  to  secure  the  sum  of 
lft»OO0  sicca  rupees ;  but  the  Plaintiff  was  not  informed 
^f^    ^Imis  transaction.     Mr.  Wilson^  who  seems  to  have 
^^K^    the  only  partner  then  remaining  in  India,  knew  of 
^*^i^        transaction.     He  was  informed  by  letter  of  the 
^'^^l^^nding  ruin  of  the  firm;  in  fact,  in  the  course  of  a 
^^^^  mrm.  ight  after,  he  called  together  the  creditors  of  the 
®"**»^^   and  therefore  that  the  act  he  did  with  reference 
^^    ^  ft:^ese  notes  was  done  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy 
^^^*^  ^K^^ot  certainly  be  denied,  in  this  sense  of  the  term: — 
^^^^     he  knew  the  insolvency  of  the  firm  was  imminent, 
^"^^^         certain.     Mr.  Wilson  thereupon,  and  immediately, 
**    ^^lortly  after  receiving  the  letter  giving  this  infor- 
.    ^'^^'Bon,   applied  part  of  the  assets  of  the  firm  then 
^~^is  possession  (consisting  partly  of  the  produce  of 
^^^^  "^ignments),  in  redeeming  these  notes,  and  he  ob- 
^    ^^'^^•ed  them  back  again.    The  question,  in  that  state  of 
^^^^  iimstances,  is,  whether  this  is  property  in  the  order 


disposition  of  the  firm,  of  which  the  firm  were  the 
^\^iited  owners. 

1  am  of  opinion,  in  the  first  place,  that  a  trust  was 

^^ttached  to  this  property,  and  that  the  firm  were  all 

"^rfectly  aware  of  that  fact,  and  that  the  property  was  the 

^parate  and  distinct  property  of  the  Plaintiff.     In  the 

case  of  JSx  parte  Marrable{a),  the  bankrupt,  a  wine 

merchant,  had  sold  a  pipe  of  wine  to  the  Petitioner,  and 

had 
(a)  1  Glyn^  J.  402. 


\ 
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had  been  paid  for  it ;  at  the  bankruptcy^  it  had  not  been 
taken  away  from  the  bankrupt's  cellar,  but  had  been 
set  apart,  and  each  bottle  sealed  with  the  customer's 
seal.  It  was  held  that  it  did  not  pass  to  the  assignees, 
as  being  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankmpt. 

Here  this  was  property  separated  and  set  apart  as 
belonging  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  more  strongly  so 
from  this  circumstance : — that  one  of  the  partners  of  the 
firm  was  the  trustee  of  the  property;  it  never  was 
part  of  the  assets  of  the  firm,  and  it  was  lent  to  the  firm 
for  a  specific  purpose,  which  had  been  completed  and 
at  an  end.  I  look  at  the  case  in  this  way : — suppose 
there  had  been  no  bankruptcy,  but  by  some  accident 
the  notes  had  become  worthless,  as  if  they  had  been 
the  notes  of  a  company  which  had  become  bankrupt, 
upon  whom  would  the  loss  have  fallen  ?  would  it  have 
fallen  upon  Barrow  k  Co.  (which  would  have  been  the 
case  if  the  notes  were  part  of  their  general  assets,  and 
they  had  been  liable  for  the  amount  to  Mrs.  Sinclair)^ 
or  would  it  have  fallen  upon  Mrs.  Sinclair.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  loss  would  have  fallen  upon  her.  When 
the  purpose  for  which  the  notes  had  been  lent  to  the 
firm  was  completed,  they  had  no  authority  to  pledge  them 
a  second  time  to  the  Oriental  Bank,  and  it  was  a  breach 
oPduty  to  do  so.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  these 
notes  were  trust  property,  and  that  the  clause  in  the 
statute  respecting  order  and  disposition  does  not  apply 
to  them. 


With  respect  to  the  second  point  of  the  case,  I  hav 
lome  little  difficulty  in  understanding  how  it  applie 
It  h&i  been  contended,  that  assuming  the  bills  to  ha"^, 
been  trust  property,  there  was  a  fraudulent  prefercc^^ 
But  I  think  that  if  they  were  trust  property,  the  p 
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cipl^  does  not  apply,  because  a  fraudulent  preference  18£ 

ixii:!^'^  be  made  in  favour  of  a  creditor ;  and  if  I  am  right  ^"^^ 

in   't.tfte  view  I  take  of  the  case,  the  Plaintiff  was  not  a  ^ 

cr^^l  itor  of  the  firm,  but  was  the  owner  of  certain  specific  ^*^* 
property  in  the  possession  of  the  firm,  who  had  notice 
oF  't.be  trust. 

I  liave  great  doubt  whether  there  was  any  intention  to 

beE&efit  Mrs.  Sinclair  by  the  redemption  of  the  notes, 

for  a.11  the  subsequent  dealings  with  these  notes  appear 

to   zne  to  shew,  that  Mr.  Wilson  redeemed  the  notes  for 

time  purpose  of  trying  to  make  them  available  for  the 

1>^xiefit  of  himself  or  the  firm,  and  to  endeavour  thereby 

to     retrieve  their  afiairs ;  for  he  actually  indorsed  them 

o^er  to  a  gentleman  in  India,  and  under  circumstances 

of   pressure,  he  did  the  same  again  in  this  country.     A 

desire,  therefore,  on  the  part  of  the  firm  to  benefit  Mrs. 

Sinclair  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  the  leading  motive 

for  this  transaction. 

I  am,  on  the  whole,  of  opinion  that  this  was  the 
property  of  Mrs.  Sinclair^  and  was  not  in  the  order 
and  disposition  of  the  bankrupts.  She  is  therefore  en- 
titled to  it     I  do  not  think  it  proper  to  give  any  costs. 
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AMES  V.  The  TRUSTEES  of  the  BIRKENHEAD 

March  27,  28.  DOCKS. 

April  23. 

Mortgageeaof  X>Y  the  "7  &  8  Vict.  c.  Ixxix,  Commissioners  were 
Birkenhead  "^  appointed  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  Birkew- 
Docks  held  to  ^^arf  Docks,  &c."  They  were  empowered  to  enter  into 
have  a  priority  r        x  •  n  ,  ^    n       ^ 

over  judgment  contracts  for  the  execution  of  any  works  and  for  fur- 

cof^"^^^^  nishing   materials  (a),   but  were  not  to  be  personally 

Inasuitby   liable  upon  such  contracts  (&).     Execution  upon  every 

Tdo^agaiMt  judgment  against  them  was  to  be  **  executed   against 

the  trustees       the  goods  and  chattels  belonging  to  the  Commissioners 

meut  creditor,   by  virtue  of  their  office."    The  Commissioners  were  em- 

the  chairman  powered  to  borrow,  on  the  credit  of  the  tolls  and  of  any 
was  appointed    ■  ,  ,  •' 

receiver  of  the  property  vested  in  them  by  virtue  of  the  act,  to  a  limited 

^Urection  to       ©^tent,  and  to  assign  the  tolls  and  property  as  a  secu- 

pay  into  Court  rity;  but  the  mortgagees  were  to  have  no  preference,  in 

after  paying      respect  of  the  priority  of  their  advances  (c).     The  money 

the  expenses     borrowed  was  to  be  applied  by  the  Commissioners,  first, 

of  carrying  on    .  ,  ^      i      •    .  i 

the  concern       m  paying  the  costs  of  obtaining  the  act,  and  next,  \n 

te  t  *  A  P^y'^S  ^^^  expenses  of  constructing  the  docks,  &c.  (rf). 
mortgages.  A  The  227th  section  provided,  that  all  the  tolls  and  the 
'Stor'havine^  rents  and  the  produce  of  the  sale  of  lands  should  be 
afterward*  applied  in  defraying  the  expenses  of  keeping  in  repair 
attach  the  tolls  ^^^  improving  and  maintaining  the  dock,  &c.,  and  of 
under  "The  paying  the  officers  and  servants,  and  of  otherwise  carry- 
Procedure  mg 

restrained  by         («)  Sect.  17.       (6)  Sect.  21.        (c)  Sect.  40.        ((f)  Sect.  49. 
injunction. 

It  was  insisted,  that  the  possesnon  of  the  receiver  was  either  that  of  the  dock  com- 
pany or  of  the  nrc^^tgagee^  and  rlmt  in  tlu^  former  case  the  judgment  creditor  ought 
not  to  be  restraitked  in  the  exercise  of  hia  legal  remedies  against  the  company,  and  in 
the  flecondf  ^st  thtf  mortgagees  had  no  power^  under  the  acts  of  parliament,  to  carry 
on  the  €riiu  ern,  V,yr  \]\\%  argument  was  held  unavailing. 

Th*  Ci  I     •'  ■  ^  M'rmit  its  Receiver  to  be  interfered  with  or  dispossessed  of  the 

pTopefiy,  :i  vmcni  to  him  to  be  intercepted,  although  the  order  ap- 

poJcitu^  i.  i\y  i^rroaeous*     An  application  must  first  be  made  to  the 
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ixig  the  act  into  execution,  and  for  paying  the  interest  1835. 
a.nd  repaying  the  principal  of  any  sam  of  money  bor-  ^'*•^^'^-^ 
x~owed  by  the  Commissioners  under  the  Act.  ^ 

The  Trustees 
of  the 
By  the  8th  Vict.  c.  iv,  additional  powers  to  borrow   Birebnbbad 

-^Bvere  given,  but  the  then  subsisting  mortgages  were  to       I>ock8. 
"Xnave  priority.    The  8  &  9  VicL  c.  Ix,  incorporated  the 
^subscribers  by  the   name  of  "  The  Birkenhead   Dock 
^Company/'  and  enacted,  that  ^'  The  Companies'  Clauses 

^Ck>n8olidation  Act,  1845,"   and   "The  Lands  Clauses 

^Consolidation  Act,"  should  be  incorporated  in  and  form 

-jpart  of  it. 

By  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  cxiiv,  s.  2,  the  duties  and 
authorities  of  the  Commissioners  were  determined,  and 
in  lieu  of  them  (a),  thirteen  persons  therein  named  were 
appointed  and  incorporated  by  the  name  of  ''The 
Trustees  of  the  Birkenhead  Docks."  Six  of  them  on 
behalf  of  the  bondholders  or  mortgagees,  four  of  Bir- 
kenheadj  and  three  of  Wallasey  (6),  and  they  were  to 
have  the  powers  vested  in  the  Commissioners  by  the 
fornier  acts. 

Prior  to  the  year  1861,  very  considerable  sums  of 
ttioney  had  been  raised  under  the  powers  contained  in 
the   acts,  which  were  secured  by  mortgages  or  bonds, 
given  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  act,  whereby  the 
tolls  were  assigned,  tenendum  until  the  principal  sums 
and  interest  had   been   repaid.     The   Plaintiff  Ames^ 
aud  the  other  four  Co-Plaintiffs,  were  holders  of  some 
of  those  mortgages  or  bonds,  the  interest  on  which  was 
greatly  in  arrear.     Ahemethy^  a  simple  contract  creditor, 
having  obtained  a  judgment  against  the  trustees,  had 
proceeded  to  make  it  available  by  fieri  facias^  attach- 
ment, 
(a)  Sect.  3.  (6)  Sect  4. 


AlCKS 
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1855.       ment^  and  by  other  proceedings  in  equity.   The  PlaintiflTs 
instituted  this  suit  on  the  29th  of  May,  1854,  on  behalf 
of  themselves  and  the  other  mortgagees  or  bondholders. 
The  Trustees   against  the  trustees  of  the  docks  and  Abernethy.  insist- 
Birkenhead  mg  that  their  nghts  and  remedies  were  prior,  in  equity, 
Docks.        iQ  those  of  Abernethy  as  a  judgment  creditor  of  the 
trustees,  and  praying,  first,  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
proceedings  o{ Abernethy ;  second,  an  account;  third, 
a  declaration  of  the  Plaintiffs'  rights;   fourth,  a  Re- 
ceiver of  the  tolls ;  fifth,  the  realization  of  the  Plaintiffs' 
security ;  and  sixth,  further  relief. 

On  the  8th  of  February^  1855,  an  order  was  made  in 
the  suit,  appointing  Mr.  PowUs^  the  chairman  of  the 
trustees  (sect.  33),  to  be  the  Receiver  of  the  rates  and 
tolls  and  of  the  rents  of  the  property  of  the  corporation, 
without  salary  and  without  giving  security.  It  directed 
him  to  pay  into  Court  half-yearly  such  balances,  if 
any,  as  might  remain  in  his  hands,  after  payment  of 
the  expenses  of  carrying  on  the  business  and  the  inte- 
rest then  due  and  to  become  due  on  the  mortgages. 
And  the  Receiver  was  not  to  account  otherwise,  until 
the  further  order  of  the  Court. 

It  is  now  necessary  to  refer  to  the  case  of  the  Peti- 
tioner, Mr.  Williams,  who  was  no  party  to  the  suit, 
but  was  alleged  to  have  interfered  with  the  Receiver 
appointed  under  this  order. 

In  1851,  the  Petitioner  Williams  sold  some  mud 
barges  to  the  trustees,  for  the  purpose  of  the  works, 
and  became  a  creditor  for  600/.  On  the  26lh  of  «/antf- 
ary,  1855,  he  obtained  a  judgment  against  the  trustees 
for  that  amount.  On  the  2nd  of  February  he  obtained 
an  order  nut,  under  ''The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act^ 
1854,*'  (17  H^f/Zfl/fg^^  8.  61),  calling  upon  fifteen 

masters 


Ames 

V. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

masters  of  ships  in  the  docks  to  shew  cause,  why  he 

should  not  be  allowed  to  attach  the  tolls  due  from  them 

t€>  the  trustees,  in  satisfaction  of  his  judgment.    This 

order  was  served  on   five  of  the  garnishees   on   the   TheTrutteei 

^Srd,  4th  and  5th  of  February.  Birkenhbad 

Docks. 

On  the  16th  of  February,  an  order  absolute  for  the 
^^ayment  to  the  Petitioner  of  the  tolls  was  made  on 
^^hree  of  the  garnishees,  and  execution  was  to  issue 
^^^ithout  further  order. 

The  Plaintiffs  gave  notice  of  motion  to  commit  the 
"^Petitioner  for  contempt,  by  interference  with  the  Re- 
"^^eiver,  and  also  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  further 
3lproceedings  upon  the  judgment.    The  Petitioner,  on  the 
-^ther  hand,  presented  his  petition  for  leave  to  issue  exe- 
cution and  to  obtain  satisfaction  of  his  judgment  debt 
out  of  the  tolls  attached.    The  motion  and   petition 
now  came  together  on  to  be  heard. 

The  arguments  on  both  sides  are  so  fully  stated  in  the 
judgment,  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  repeat  them. 

Mr.  FoUett  and  Mr.  Goldsmid,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  in 
support  of  the  motion  and  against  the  petition,  cited 
Potts  v.  The  Warwick  and  Birmingham  Canal  Navi- 
gation Company  (a)  ;  Russell  v.  The  East  Anglian  Rail- 
way Company  {b);  Whitworth  v.  Gaugain{c);  Evelyn 
V.  Lewis  (rf) ;  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  126,  s.  60. 

Mr.  jR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Cairns,  for  the  Petitioner, 
in  support  of  the  petition,  and  in  opposition  to  the 

motion, 

(0)  Kay,  142.  (c)  3  Bare,  416. 

(6)  3  iiacn,  ^  G.  104.  ((/)  3  Hart,  472. 
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1865.  motion,  cited  JRussell  v.  The  East  Anglian  Railway 
Company  {a);  Fripp  v.  T?ie  Chard  Railway  Com- 
pany  (J). 


Ames 

o. 

The  Trustees 

BiRKEMHEAD  Mf.  FolUU,  IH  fCply 


Docks. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


April  23.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

There  are,  in  this  case,  two  matters  to  be  disposed 
of.  The  first  is  a  motion,  the  ostensible  object  of  which 
is  to  protect,  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty,  a  Receiver 
appointed  by  this  Court  to  receive  the  rates  and  tolls  of 
the  Birkenhead  Docks;  and  the  second  is  a  petition 
by  a  judgment  creditor,  disputing  the  propriety  of  the 
order  appointing  that  Receiver,  and  claiming  a  priority, 
in  respect  of  his  judgment,  over  the  Plaintiffs,  who  are 
the  mortgagees  of  the  rents  and  tolls  of  the  Birkenhead 
Docks. 

The  only  material  and  important  question  is  that 
raised  by  the  petition,  and  accordingly  I  proceed,  in 
the  first  instance,  to  express  the  opinion  I  have  formed 
on  this  subject,  before  I  proceed  to  the  minor  and 
subordinate  question  which  is  raised  by  the  motion. 

The  question  on  the  petition  depends  on  the  con- 
struction of  the  acts  of  parliament  establishing  these 
Docks.  The  first  of  these,  on  which  in  truth  the 
question  depends,  is  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  Ixxix,  (the  sub- 
sequent acts  being  ancillary  to  this,)  which  establishes 

the 
(«)  3  Macn.  if  G.  104.        (6)  22  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  Ch.  1084. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  337 

the  uDdertaking  and  regulates  the  rights  and  interests       1855. 
of  the  persons  connected  with  it.    The  scheme  of  the      v^^/-^/ 
undertaking  is  peculiar.    The  act  does  not  create  a        ^" 
joint-stock  company,  consisting  of  shareholders  sab-   The  Trustees 
scribing  for  the  construction  and  support  of  the  docks,  Birkbnhbad 
but  it  creates  a  body  of  commissioners,  for  the  con-       Dockt. 
8truction  and  support  of  these  docks,  consisting  of  the 
persons  who,  for  the  time  being,  are  commissioners  f6r 
paving  and  lighting  Birkenhead.     Apparently,   they 
Aave   DO  interest  in  the  surplus  profits  of  the  under- 
taking, if  it  shall  be  able  to  realize  any,  after  providing 
/c>r  a.11  the  costs  and  liabilities  of  the  undertaking ;  but 
^liey  are,  in  fact,  to  carry  the  scheme  into  execution, 
Cfe.nd    they  are  to  obtain  the  funds  necessary  for  that 
fi^urpose,  by  borrowing  money  on  mortgage  of  the  rates 
i^^nd  tolls  authorized  by  the  act  to  be  taken  from  persons 
■.:^8ing  the  docks. 

The  persons  advancing  the  money  are  to  have  no 

iridrity  between  themselves  ;  the  amount  of  the  money 

be  raised  is  limited  to  400,000/.,  and  the  rate  of 

:zitere8t  is  to  be  specified  in  the  mortgage,  a  form  for 

^hich  is  given  in  the  schedule  to  the  act.    The  mort- 

igees  have  no  concern  in  the  surplus  profits  of  the 

^^Ljndertaking,   beyond  the  payment  of  the  amount  of 

^K^nterest  specified  in  their  mortgage  bond.    The  whole 

"^^ffair  is  to  be  managed  by  the  commissioners,  and  the 

^^[nortgagees  are  to  take  no  part  therein. 

By  the  8  Vict.  c.  iv,  additional  powers  are  given  to 
^he  commissioners,  and,  amongst  them,  a  power  to  raise 
further  sums  of  money. 

In  the  10th  &  11th  years  of  Vict,  two  additional  acts 
were  passed,  which  are  of  a  similar  character,  and  the 
former  of  which  constitutes  a  priority  between  classes 

VOL.  XX,  z  of 
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1865.       of  the  mortgagees.    The  fifth  act,  which  is  the  11th  i 

^'''^       12th  Vict.  c.  cxiv,  repeals  the  appointment  of  the  forme 

o.  commissioners,  and  creates  the  thirteen  persons  thereii 

ofthe***  named  to  be  commissioners ;  six  on  behalf  of  the  mort 
Birkenhead  gagees^  four  on  behalf  of  the  commissioners  for  th 
improvement  of  Birkenhead^  three  on  behalf  of  th< 
commissioners  for  the  improvement  of  the  parish  o 
Wallasey,  and  converts  them  into  a  corporate  body 
under  the  title  of  '^Trustees  of  the  JBirkenkead Docks.' 
It  provides  that  the  mortgagees,  who  are,  in  this  act 
called  bondholders,  shall  elect  fresh  commissioners  tc 
fill  up  vacancies  which  may  occur,  from  time  to  time 
in  the  first  six  trustees;  it  enacts,  that  the  improve- 
ment commissioners  for  the  town  of  Birkenhead  ar( 
to  fill  up  the  vacancies  which  may  arise  in  the  next 
four  trustees,  and  the  improvement  commissioners  ol 
Wallasey  are  to  do  the  same  as  to  the  vacancies  which 
may  occur  in  the  last  three  trustees. 

Two  other  acts  have  been  passed,  of  the  13th  &  14tl: 
Vict.  c.  c,  and  the  16th  &  17th  Vict.  c.  clxv,  but  t< 
which  I  think  it  unnecessary  at  present  to  refer  mon 
minutely. 

The  Petitioner  is  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  trustees 
Four  years  ago  he  sold  certain  mud  barges  to  ttx 
trustees,  for  the  purposes  of  the  works,  and  became  i 
simple  contract  creditor  for  600/. 

On  the  26th  January,  1855,  he  obtained  a  judgmen 
against  the  trustees  for  that  amount.  On  the  2nc 
February,  1855,  he  obtained  an  order  nisi  from  Mr 
Baron  Alderson,  calling  upon  the  trustees  to  shew  causi 
why  he  should  not  be  allowed,  under  the  Common  La\i 
Procedure  Act  of  1854,  to  attach  the  rates  and  toll 
ndgment.    On  the  8th  February,  Mr.  Fowled 

m 
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th^  chairman  of  the  trustees,  was  appointed  Receiver  of       1865. 

th^se  rates  and  tolls,  without  salary  and  without  giving      ^^^/-^^ 
secrmjrity,  and  on  the  21st  of  February  the  Petitioner  ^^ 

obc^ined  an  order  from  Mr.  Baron  Plaits  making  the   The  Trutteef 
oixl^r  of  the  2nd  February  absolute.  Birkembbad 


Docks. 


The  first  question  is,  whether,  in  the  absence  of  any 

o^b^r  facts,  the  Petitioner  is  entitled  to  be  paid  his  judg- 

nci^iTit  in  priority  to  the  mortgagees  or  bondholders?  and 

^b^   second  question  is,  whether  the  order  appointing  a 

»-^d^eiver  of  the  rates  and  tolls  makes  any  difference  in 

t**i»  respect,  and  whether  that  order  is  not  erroneous 

a.i:icl  nugatory  for  any  such  purpose  ?     For  the  Petitioner, 

^^    is  urged,  that  by  the  first  act  and  the  17th  section, 

P^T'cnission  is  given  to  the  commissioners  to  enter  into 

contracts ;  that,  by  the  21st  section,  it  is  provided  that 

^tiey  shall  not  be  personally  liable ;  that  by  the  23rd 

^^ction  it  is  provided,  that  execution  shall  issue  against 

t^he  goods  and  chattels  belonging  to  the  commissioners, 

"y  virtue  of  their  ofiice,  which  is  in  these  words— [i?w 

-Banor  read  %t\   It  is  contended  that  this  means  against 

^l  property  so  belonging  which  may  be  taken  in  execu- 

^'on  ;  and  that  by  "The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  of 

^  854,"  rates  and  tolls  are  property  of  this  description. 

'^liance  is  also  placed  on  the  227th  section,  which  pro- 

^*^e8  for  the  application  of  the  rates  and  tolls,  and  which 

^Jrects  that  they  shall  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  costs 

^^  noaintaining  and  of  constructing  the  works.   All  this,  it 

^*  argued,  together  with  the  aid  of  the  Common  Law 

*^roccdure  Act,  constitutes  a  direct  authority,  not  only 

*Ot  taking  the  rates  and  tolls  in  execution  to  satisfy 

^^e  judgment  debt,  but  also  for  taking  them  in  priority 

^  the  mortgagees.    The  construction  and  maintenance 

^f  the  docks,  it  is  ui^ed,  constitute,  in  fact,  what  is  first 

^  be  paid  by  the  trustees ;  that  this  is  admitted  to  be 

^kc  fact  as  to  future  expenses  and  debts  to  be  hereafter 

z  2  incurred 
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1856.        incurred  in  managing  and  carrying    on   the   concern^ 

^■^^'"^^       and  is  indeed  expressly  provided  for  in  the  order  ap- 

^  pointing  the  Receiver,  and  that,  not  only  no  sufficient 

The  Trustees   reason  can  be  alleged,  but  that  all  reasoning  and  analogy 

Birkenhead   extend  this  principle  and  order  of  a))plication  equally 

Docks.  ^Q  debts  already  incurred  for  the  same  purpose.  It  is 
further  contended,  that  the  section  giving  the  powers 
and  rights  of  mortgagees  are  consistent  with  and  con- 
firm these  views.  These  clauses  extend  from  the  39th 
to  49th,  both  inclusive.  The  39th  section  gives  the 
power  to  borrow  on  mortgage ;  the  property  charged  is 
expressed  to  be,  "the  rates  and  tolls,  and  any  property 
vested  in  the  commissioners  by  virtue  of  the  act."  The 
49th  section  directs  the  money  to  be  raised  by  the 
mortgages  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  costs  and 
expenses  of  constructing  the  works  necessary  for  the 
purposes  of  the  undertaking ;  but  these  sections  are  all 
silent  as  to  the  course  to  be  adopted  by  the  mortgagees, 
if  their  principal  or  interest  remain  unpaid.  It  is  in- 
sisted, that  the  consequence  of  this  silence  is,  that  the 
only  mode  by  which  the  mortgagees  can  enforce  pay- 
ment, if  at  all,  is  by  taking  possession  of  the  property 
mortgaged,  and  that  they  cannot  do  this  without  stopping 
the  whole  undertaking ;  that  they  have  no  power  to  do 
anything  relative  to  the  undertaking,  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  it  on ;  that  all  powers  for  this  purpose  are 
confined  to  the  commissioners,  and  that  therefore  if  the 
mortgagees  take  possession,  either  personally  or  by  their 
Receiver  appointed  by  this  Court,  they  cannot  lawfully 
levy  a  rate  or  a  toll,  and  can  exercise  no  one  of  the 
functions  which  are  essential  to  enable  them  to  obtain 
payment  of  their  interest ;  that,  on  the  other  hand,  if 
they  do  not  take  possession,  the  trustees  remain  in 
possession,  who  are  bound,  in  the  first  place,  to  pay  the 
expenses,  and  when  that  is  done,  then  to  pay  the  interest 
of  the  mortgagees;  and  accordingly  it  is  urged,  that  the 

order 
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order  obtained  for  the  Receiver,  in  this  case,  is  either  1866. 

improper  or  nugatory  ;  that,  if  the  Receiver  appointed  ^-^^-^^ 

be  the  Receiver  of  the  mortgagees,  it  is  erroneous  to  ^" 

direct  him  to  pay  the  costs,  charges  and  expenses  of  The  Trustees 

carrying  on  the  business,  he  leaving  no  authority  to  Birkenhead 

conduct  it;  and  that,  if  the  Receiver  be  the  Receiver  of  I^ocke. 
tfae  tmstees,  then  he  is  only  to  do  what  they  have  to 
do,  and  the  possession  is  not  altered,  and  the  rights  of 
all  parties  are  unaffected  by  the  change. 

The  case  of  Russell  v.  East  Anglian  Railway  Com- 
pany (a)  is  referred  to,  on  both  sides,  on  the  subject. 

Upon  carefully  reviewing  and  considering  the  pro* 
visions  of  the  first  act,  on  the  construction  of  which  this 
c^uestion  mainly  depends,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
general  creditors  have  no  priority  over  the  mortgagees 
On  the  rates  and  tolls  of  the  undertaking,  but,  on  the 
Contrary,  that  their  rights  upon  them,  such  as  they  are, 
a,re  subordinate  to  the  rights  of  the  mortgagees.     It 
oannot,  I  think,  be  put  more  favorably  for  the  Peti- 
tioner than  by  assuming,  which  I  do  for  the  purpose  of 
eonsidering  this  part  of  the  case,  that  the  judgment 
creditor,  at  the  time  when  the  first  act  passed,  could 
have  taken  fhe  rates  and  tolls  in  execution  to  satisfy 
\i\%  judgment.     On  that  supposition,  I  think  it  material 
"lo  consider  how  the  matter  would  stand  in  the  case  of 
Hn  owner  of  land,  a  mortgagee,  and  a  judgment  cre- 
ditor.    In  that  event,  the  question  could  not  be  argued. 
It  is  clear  that  the  mortgagee  who  had  obtained  his 
mortgage  before  the  judgment  would  have  priority  over 
the  judgment  creditor.    The  judgment  creditor  could 
take,  as  against  the  owner  of  the  land  (who  would  be 
both  the  mortgagor  and  the  judgment  debtor),  only 
that  which  formed  part  of  the  property  of  the  judgment 
debtor  at  the  date  of  the  judgmetit,  and  as  such  could 

take 

(a)  3  Mac,  ^  Gar,  104. 
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1855.       take  all  his  interest  in  the  land,  but  his  interest  in  the 

^■^^'-^^      land  is  only  an  equity  of  redemption,  subject  to  the 

v"        payment  of  the  mortgage.    To  use  the  words  of  Sir 

The  Trustees   James  Wigram,  in  Whitworth  v.  Gaugain  (a),  which  is 

BiRKEMHEAD  applicable  to  this  part  of  the  case,  '^  A  creditor  under 

^^1"«       a  judgment  takes  in  execution  all  that  belongs  to  his 

debtor,  and  nothing  more.     He  stands  in  the  place  of 

his  debtor.     He  only  takes  the  property  of  his  debtor, 

subject  to  every  liability  under  which  the  debtor  himself 

held  it." 

I  apply  this  doctrine  to  the  present  case.  Under  the 
statute,  two  classes  of  property  may  be  mortgaged,  viz., 
property  vested  in  the  commissioners  by  virtue  of  the 
act,  and  the  rates  and  tolls.  Suppose  the  commissioners 
had  purchased  land,  under  the  powers  given  to  them 
for  that  purpose  by  the  act,  and  had  mortgaged  it  under 
the  like  powers,  and  a  judgment  debt  had  then  been 
entered  up  against  them,  the  principle,  so  enunciated 
by  Sir  James  Wlgram  would  clearly  apply,  and  the 
judgment  creditor  could  only  take  so  much  of  the  land 
as  might  not  be  required  to  satisfy  the  mortgage.  On 
^hat  ground  can  it  be  reasonably  contended,  that  the 
^ame  principle  does  not  apply  to  a  mortgage  of  tolls  ? 
Suppose  the  case  of  a  mortgage  of  tolls  of  a  market  or 
ferry,  would  the  case  be  varied  ?  certainly  not,  in  the 
case  of  a  private  person. 

There  is,  no  doubt,  this  difference,— that  the  tolls, 
being  incorporeal  hereditaments,  it  would  be  necessary 
to  enter,  to  prevent  the  mortgagor  or  the  judgment 
debtor  from  receiving  them,  and  consequently  the  judg- 
ment creditor  might,  if  the  mortgagee  were  not  in  pos- 
session under  his  execution,  take  the  tolls  then  due,  and 

those 
(a)  3  Hare,  p.  125. 
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those  which  subsequently  accrued  due ;  but,  as  soon  as 
the  mortgagee  thought  fit  to  take  possession,  the  judg- 
ment  creditor  would  be  dispossessed,  and  could  not 
take   the  subsequent  tolls.     If  authority  were  required   The  Trustees 
for  this  proposition,  it  would  be  found  in  the  case  of  Birkbmhbad 
Potts  V.  The  Warwick  and  Birmingham  Canal  Naviga-       ^>oc)u. 
tion  Ck>mpany  (a),  which  is  strictly  applicable  to  this 
case. 

I'his  would  be  the  law  independently  of  the  particular 
provisions  of  this  act.  The  priorities  therefore  must  be 
^^  scime  with  respect  to  property  mortgaged  under  this 
^^^9  unless  altered  by  some  specific  enactment  to  be 
founci  in  the  statutes. 

lo  reading  through  these  statutes,  for  this  purpose,  I 

"*^^  no  words  which  give  the  general  creditors  a  priority. 

^    fiod  a  power  given  to  the  commissioners  to  make 

°^optgages,  and  to  enter  into  contracts.     I  find  that 

^■^^se  mortgages  may  be  made  of  rates  and  tolls,  and 

^^  t.lie  property  of  the  undertaking,  and  that  the  general 

^^^ditors  who  obtain  judgments  are  enabled  to  take  the 

Soods  and  chattels  of  the  commissioners,  but  that  the  . 

^^^^v&missioners  are  not  themselves  to  be  personally  liable, 

^^cept  in  certain  specified  cases.     In  all  other  respects, 

^«  rights  of  all  other  persons  are  left  untouched,  and 

^ey  remain  affected  only  by  the  general  law  applicable 

^^  such  cases.     By  virtue  of  that  law,  no  such  priority 

^^ists  in  the  general  creditors.    The  23rd  section  neither 

^ives  it  in  words  nor  in  spirit.    That  section  appears  to 

^e  to  have  been  framed  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  the 

Effect  of  the  21st  section,  which  provides  for  the  absence 

^f  personal  liability  on  the  part  of  the  commissioners, 

^nd,  at  the  same  time,  gives  effect  to  the  rights  of  judg^ 

ment 

(a)   Katf,  142. 
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1865.       ment  creditors  against  the  property  held  by  the  com- 

^'^^y^^       missioners  in  their  character,  as  such.    This  clause  was 

rendered  necessary,  because,  as  the  commissioners  were 

The  Trusteet   exempted  from  personal  liability,  and  were  not  a  cor- 

BiRKBMHBAD   po^ation,  execution  could  not  issue  against  their  goods 

^^^       without  a  special  enactment. 

The  subsequent  act,  which  constitutes  the  trustees  a 
corporation,  makes  surplusage  of  this  clause,  which 
applies  only  to  actions  against  the  commissioners,  and 
which  actions  can  no  longer  be  brought.  The  227th 
section,  which  provides  that  the  moneys  received  by 
the  commissioners  shall  be  applied  in  payment  of  the 
expenses,  has  reference  solely  to  moneys  received  by 
them,  and  it  gives  the  general  creditor  no  right  against 
persons  owing  money  to  the  commissioners,  or  upon 
moueys  which  have  not,  in  fact,  been  received  by  them, 
although,  as  soon  as  they  were  received,  the  rights  of 
the  judgment  creditors  upon  them  would  have  arisen. 
With  regard,  therefore,  to  mortgages  made  by  virtue  of 
the  authority  contained  in  these  statutes,  the  general 
law,  in  my  opinion,  gives  the  mortgagees  priority  over 
other  creditors,  unless  controlled  by  distinct  enactment, 
and  I  find  no  such  enactment. 

I  look,  then,  to  the  policy  and  general  scope  of  the 
statutes,  and  I  find  here  strong  reasons  for  confirming 
the  view  I  have  expressed  concerning  the  particular 
clauses  referred  to.  In  the  first  place,  the  undertaking 
itself,  the  subject  matter  which  is  to  create  these  rates 
and  tolls,  is  to  be  constructed  with  the  money  to  be 
obtained  from  the  mortgagees,  persons  who  are  not 
shareholders,  participating  in  the  general  profits  of 
the  concern,  and  therefore  wholly  distinct  from  the 
subscribers  of  a  joint-stock  company,  who  carry  on 
the  business,  and  are,  in  truth,  the  real  debtors,  when 
a  judgment  is  recovered  against  the  company.     It  seems 

reasonable. 
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2reasonabIe»  that  persons  so  situated  should  have  a  prior 
^^harge  on  the  thing  produced  by  their  advances,  and 
accordingly,  the  legislature,  with  this  view,  has  omitted 
-Mo  give  the  mortgagee  any  practical  remedies  to  enable   The  Tmrteet 
%ini  to  obtain  payment  of  his  money,  but  has  lefl  him    Birkenhead 
-^o  the  usual  remedies  provided  by  the  law,  which  are        Docks, 
generally  applicable  to  mortgages. 

If  this  were  not  so,  and  the  construction  contended 
for  by  the  Plaintiff  were  to  prevail,  the  result  would  be, 
that  under  pretence  of  giving  the  persons  advancing  their 
money  a  mortgage,  the  legislature  would,  in  reality, 
have  given  them  nothing ;  they  would  have  l)een  in  a 
far  better  situation  if  they  had  advanced  their  money 
on  no  security  at  all,  and  had  then  obtained  judgment 
against  the  commissioners.     It  is  obvious  that,  on  such 
terms,  the  docks  never  could  have  been  begun,  for  no 
one  would  have  advanced  his  money  on  such  a  security. 
If  any  persons  could  have  been  induced  so  to  do,  it 
iv'ould  have  enabled  the  commissioners,  by  confessing 
judgment  for  debts  incurred,  at  any  time,  to  have  de- 
stroyed the  interest  of  the  persons  to  whose  moneys 
^he    undertaking  owed  its  existence.     And  this  result 
^^ight  have  been  produced,  although  the  goods  and 
^battels  of  the  commissioners,  "  virtute  officii,'*  were 
^.  tnply  sufficient  to  pay  the  general  creditors  who  had 
^^btained  judgment,  but  which  goods  and  chattels,  not 
^:^eing  included  in  his  security,  could  not  be  touched  by 
%.lie   mortgagee;  so  that  the  judgment  creditor  might 
'^ake  the  tolls  in  priority  to  the  mortgagee,  and  sweep 
^^way  the  only  property  available  to  pay  his  debts  or 
"^be  interest  due  upon  it.    To  say,  "  that  such  an  event 
^rould  not  occur,  except  by  a  fraudulent  collusion  be- 
tween the  commissioners  and  the  judgment  creditors, 
not  to  be  contemplated  by  the  legislature,''  is  no  answer 
to   this  argument,  which,  on  the  general   scope  and 

policy 


Docka. 
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1855.       policy  of  the  act,  seems  to  me  to  contemplate  a  state 
^■^^^'^^^      of  things,  by  which  the  possibility  of  such  an  event  its 

o.  precluded. 

The  Trustees 

of  the 
BiEKBNHBAD       On  thc  first  act  alone,  assuming  that,  according  to 

the  state  of  the  law  as  it  stood  at  the  passing  of  it, 
these  rates  and  tolls  could  have  been  taken  in  execution 
by  the  judgment  creditors,  my  opinion  is,  that  the  mort- 
gagees of  these  tolls  have  priority  over  the  general 
creditors,  as  also  over  a  judgment  creditor,  before 
execution. 

But  this  view  of  the  case  is  much  strengthened  by 
considering  that  the  first  act,  standing  alone,  must  be 
construed  with  reference  to  the  law  as  it  then  stood,  and 
that,  by  the  law  then  in  force,  these  rates  and  tolls  could 
not  have  been  taken  in  execution  to  satisfy  a  judgment 
creditor.  If  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  of  1854 
had  not  passed,  this  question  could  not  have  arisen.  It 
is,  therefore,  certain  that,  when  the  first  act  was  framed, 
the  legislature  considered,  that  the  judgment  creditor 
had  not,  and  could  not  obtain,  any  right  to  or  interest 
in  the  rates  or  tolls  unreceived  by  the  commissioners. 
The  legislature,  therefore,  must  have  contemplated,  not 
that  the  mortgagees  had  a  priority  over  unreceived  rates 
and  tolls,  but  that  no  other  person  had  any  right  or 
interest  in  them  except  subject  to  their  mortgages. 

The  legislature  might,  no  doubt,  by  a  subsequent  act, 
have  given  the  judgment  creditor  a  priority  over  the 
mortgagee  of  rates  and  tolls,  but  "The  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act,  1854,"  does  nothing  of  this  kind; 
it  simply  gives  execution  on  a  species  of  property  not 
before  liable  to  it.  It  nowhere  alters  the  construction 
of  any  previous  act  as  to  the  priority  of  chaises  upon 
the  property  then  for  the  first  time  made  available  to 

pay 
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pay  the  judgment  debt.   If  I  allowed  this  claim,  I  should        1855. 
be    liolding,  that  a  general  act,  of  a  remedial  nature, 
must  be  held  to  invert  the  existing  order  of  priority  of 
charges  on  property,  and  to  alter  the  construction  of  a   The  TraiteM 
statute  passed  several  years  before.  Birkbnhsad 


Ames 


Dockt. 


The  view  I  have  expressed  of  the  construction  of  this 
statute  b  still  further  confirmed  by  the  statute  of  16  &  17 
Vici.  c.  clxvy  the  last  of  the  acts  relating  to  the  docks,  in 
the  preamble  of  which,  the  order  of  the  charges  and  lia- 
bilities of  the  trustees  is  set  forth,  in  which  the  general 
creditors  are  put  in  the  sixth  place.  It  is  doubtless  true, 
that  this  preamble  is  inoperative  as  an  enactment,  and 
that  It  cannot  alter  the  construction  or  control  the 
operation  of  the  first  act,  but  it  points  out  the  view 
which  the  legislature  took  of  the  situation  of  these  per- 
^^^*^8  under  the  prior  statutes. 

Again,  it  is  clear  also,  that,  if  the  Petitioner  were  to 

succeed,  he  would  gain  an    advantage  for  which  he 

never  contracted.    When  he  sold  the  barges  and  be- 

^^>3ie  a  creditor,  he  dealt  with  a  corporation,  and  had 

"^e  ordinary  remedies  which  a  simple  contract  creditor 

"^d  against  a  corporation.    At  that  time,  the  rates  and 

^Ils  were  not  liable  to  be  taken  in  execution,  and  he 

°^^8t  be  taken  to  have  been  cognizant  of  the  law  in 

^•■^^^^  at  that  time;    he  therefore  has  no  just  ground 

^*'  c^oroplaint,  if  he  finds  that  the  Common  Law  Pro- 

^^O  i^ipe  Act  only  leaves  him  exactly  in  the  same  situation 

^^  ^l^at  in  which  he  was  placed  before  that  act  passed. 

-Although  the  success  of  the  Petitioner  would  be  very 

^^^fidal  to  himself,  nothing  could  be  more  injurious  to 

^  "^  I^ersona  concerned  in  the  undertaking,  including  the 

*^^r  general  creditors  themselves,  (with  the  exception 

^'    possibly  one  or  two  other  judgment  creditors  who 

might 
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1855.       might  first  get  execution,)  than  that  this  construction 

should  prevail.     If  the  mortgagees  took  possession,  it  ii 

to  be  inferred,  either  that  some  arrangement  would 

The  Trustees   made,  by  which  the   continuance  of  the   undertakini 

of  the  ''         .  .  .  . 

Birkenhead   would  be  provided  for,,  or,  if  a  Receiver  were  appointed^ 

Docks.        ^jjj^j  ^jjg  Court  would  take  care  to  effect  that  object  r 

but,  if  a  judgment  creditor  could  intercept  the  tolls  iir 

full,  without  paying  for  the  necessary  expenses,  it  ia 

obvious  that,  in  a  very  short  space  of  time,  the  whole 

business  of  the  undertaking  must  be  stopped.     Tha 

judgment  creditor  who  had  obtained  execution  woulc 

have  no  interest  in  preventing  this  result,  the  paymen 

of  his  debt  being  the  only  thing  he  looks  to,  and  whiclj 

would  be  effected  out  of  the  tolls  then  due.     Accord 

ingly,  the  Petitioner  claims  payment  of  the  gross  amou 

of  the  rates  and  tolls,  and  does  not  propose,  (as  indee* 

he  could  not,)  to  do  any  thing  towards  the  future  ca 

ing  on  of  the  undertaking. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  mortgagees  ha^ 
priority  over  the  general  creditor,  even  although 
debt  is  secured  by  a  judgment ;  and  althoagh,  if  t! 
mortgagee  were  not  in  possession,  the  judgment  credit 
might  take  the  tolls  in  execution,  under  the  Comm( 
Law  Procedure  Act,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  mo: 
gagees,  by  taking  possession,  might  stop  all  furtive 
execution  for  such  purposes. 

I  have  hitherto  considered  this  case  without  reference  ^:>^^^ 
to  the  order  of  the  8th  of  February^  1855,  appointing  a^^    ^  ^ 
Receiver,  on  which  it  remains  for  me  to  make  some  ob-  — ^ 
servations,  with  reference  to  this  case. 


That  order  was  either  made  by  consent  or  was  un- 
opposed. It  appointed  the  chairman  of  the  trustees  ^'  to 
be  the  Receiver  of  the  rates  and  tolls  and  of  the  rents 
of  the  property  of  the  corporation,  without  salary  and 

without 


4>^ 
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without  giving  security,  and  it  directed  him  to  pay,  half-  1856. 
yearly,  into  Court  such  balances,  if  any,  as  might  ^*^^^^^ 
remain  in  bis  hands,  after  payment  of  the  expenses  of  ^^ 

carrying  on  the  business,  and  the  interest  then   due,   Thel'nisteet 
aad   to  become  due  on  the  mortgages.     And  the  Re-   Birkemhiad 
ceiver  was  not  to  account  otherwise,  until  the  further       ^oc)m. 
order  of  the  Court,"  that  is,  be  was  not  to  pass  bis 
account  annually  or  at  all  in  the   manner  usual  for 
R-eceivers,  unless  called  upon  so  to  do.     It  is  suggested 
on  the  part  of  the  Petitioner,  that  this  is  no  Receiver  at 
ally  but  merely  a  mode  of  continuing  the  possession  iu 
^6   corporation,  in  such  a  manner  as  may  enable  it  to 
defea^t  judgment   creditors.     And   it   is  argued,  that 
''whether  it  be  so  or  not,  it  is  of  no  avail  against  the 
"^^titioner,  for  that  the  order  is  either  vicious  or  fruitless ; 
"*a.t  either  the  trustees  are  dispossessed,  in  which  case 
c^ery  thing  done  to  carry  on  the  concern  is  illegal,  inas- 
n^uch  as  the  mortgagees  and  their  Receiver  have  no 
Po^^er,  by  statute,  of  conducting  the  business  of  the 
undertaking;  or  that  the  trustees  are  not  dispossessed, 
^^^  that  then  this  is  money  received  by  them  for  the 
S^*^eral  purposes  of  the  concern,  and  applicable,  in  the 
'^t    instance,  to  pay  the  general  creditors,  including 
^^  I^etitioner;  and  that,  if  it  were  not,  still  it  is  part  of 
^     property  of  the  corporation  liable  to  be  taken  in 
^^ecintion.    The  case  of  Russell  v.  JSast  Anglian  Rail- 
^^y   Company  (a)  is  much  relied  upon  for  the  purpose 
^tiewing  the  defect  in  this  order. 

-I^be  fact  that  the  order  was  obtained  without  discus- 

*^or^    does  not,  in  my  opinion,  vary  the  right  of  the 

P^t^ies.     I  also  think  that  the  case  of  Russell  v.  Ikut 

^''^^Uan  Railway  Company  (a),  does  not   support  the 

^^S^ment  for  the  invalidity  of  this  order.     In  that  case, 

^^  order  was  too  extensive,  and  it  included  the  moving 

capital 
(a)  3  Mac.  Sf  Gor.  104. 
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capital  of  the  company^  and  the  general  goods  and 
effects  of  the  railway.  Accordingly,  Lord  Truro  held, 
that  the  property  so  taken  by  the  Receiver  was  impro- 
perly included  in  the  order,  and  that  the  order  must  be 
varied,  and  that  the  excepted  property  was  liable  to  be 
seized  by  the  Sheriff.  In  this  case,  the  order  appoints 
a  Receiver  to  take  nothing  but  the  rates  and  tolls  and 
rents,  and  it  is  in  conformity  with  the  order  pronounced 
by  Vice-Chancellor  Woody  in  the  case  of  Potts  v.  The 
Warwick  and  Birmingham  Canal  Navigation  Com- 
pany (a).  This  distinction  was  pointed  out  and  relifsd 
upon  in  the  case  of  Fripp  v.  Chard  Railway  Com- 
pany {b) ;  it  is,  in  my  opinion,  a  material  one,  nor  do 
the  grounds  on  which  Lord  Truro  proceeded  in  Russell 
V.  East  Anglian  Railway  Company  exist  in  the  present 
case. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  order  for  the 
Receiver  is  a  valid  order,  so  far  as  it  constitutes  the 
chairman  an  officer  of  this  Court,  and  renders  him 
amenable  to  the  jurisdiction,  practice  and  process  of 
this  Court  in  the  matter  of  Receivers.  1  am  of  opinion 
that  he  is  the  Receiver  of  the  mortgagees,  and  that  he 
has,  under  the  order  of  this  Court,  removed  the  trustees 
from  the  possession  and  receipt  of  the  rates,  tolls  and 
rents. 

I  dissent  from  the  argument  which  suggests,  that  in 
that  event,  the  powers  of  the  act  vested  in  the  trustees 
are  superseded,  and  that  it  has  thereby  become  impos- 
sible, so  long  as  this  continues,  for  the  undertaking  to 
be  lawfully  carried  on.  What  the  Receiver  takes  are 
the  rates,  tolls  and  rents.  Out  of  the  moneys  so  re- 
ceived by  him,  he  pays  the  expenses  of  the  undertaking 
and  the  interest  of  the  mortgagees,  and  the  balance  into 

Court. 
(«)  Kay,  142.  (6)  22  L.  J.  {N.  S.)  Ch,  1084. 
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CWDurt.    The  undertaking  continues  to  be  managed  by  1866. 

^tfc«  trustees;  they  enter  into  contracts;   they  engage  ^^-^^^^^ 

^«:id  dismiss  workmen  and  servants;   they  do  all  the  ^^ 

o^her  matters  which  are  entrusted  to  them  by  these  sta-  The  Trustees 

■^  of  the 


I  tea.  The  expenses  they  incur  in  so  doing  are  paid  by  Bikkbnhiad 
^be  Receiver,  who,  in  that  character,  has  nothing  to  do  ^ocks. 
^Mrith  the  management  He  simply  pays  the  bills  and 
>3cioDey8  which  the  trustees  require  him  to  do,  subject  to 
^.ccount  hereafter,  if  anything  improper  should  take  place 
iv^  relation  to  such  payment.  He  then  pays  the  interest 
clue  to  the  mortgagees,  and  he  pays  the  balance  into 
OSourt,  all  of  it  subject  to  an  account  when  required. 
^^o  far  from  there  being,  in  such  a  course  of  proceeding, 
^i^xiy thing  which  exceeds  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court 
^>T  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  it  appears  to  me  to  be 
ix3  strict  accordance  with  them,  and  that,  having  regard 
"^o  the  scope  and  policy  of  these  acts,  this  Court  would 
ir^ot  have  sanctioned  the  appointment  of  a  Receiver, 
^^bich  had  not,  as  far  as  possible,  provided  for  the 
"CViture  working  and  continuance  of  the  undertaking 
^^-stablished  by  the  legislature.  If  no  such  a  power  of 
^^«dLing  possession  existed,  the  mortgage  would  be  a 
"^^•ortblesB  secnrity,  and  the  mortgagee  would  be  at  the 
^:^ier€y  of  the  mortgagor,  who,  in  that  case,  might  say 
"t>^  him,  "  if  you  attempt  to  enforce  your  mortgage,  you 
^Sestroy  the  property  mortgaged."  But  such  is  not,  in 
^"^y  opinion,  the  construction  of  the  statute  or  the  ope- 
^""^tion  of  the  general  law  upon  the  provisions  contained 
2  mi  it;  and  my  view  in  this  respect  is  confirmed  by  the 
^i^ase  of  PotU  v.  The  Warmch  and  Birmingham  Canal 
^^fafigation  Company  (a),  to  which  I  have  already  more 
"^han  once  referred.  In  truth,  that  case  is  strictly  ap- 
plicable to  the  present,  in  all  respects,  except  that  the 
J  udgment  in  that  case  had  been  obtained  subsequently 

to 
(a)  Xoy,  142. 


Docks. 
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1855.  to  the  appointment  of  a  Receiver,  while  in  the  present, 
the  judgment  had  been  obtained  previously.  In  my 
opinion,  this  does  not  vary  the  rights ;  and  even  if  ex- 
The  Trustees  ecution  had  issued  previously  to  the  appointment  of  a 
Birkenhead  Receiver,  although  the  judgment  creditor  might  have 
taken  the  rates  and  tolls  then  due,  which  had  been  pre- 
viously attached  by  him  in  the  hands  of  the  garnishees, 
he  would  have  been  liable  to  be  stopped,  at  any  time, 
by  the  mortgagee  entering  into  possession,  by  his  Re- 
ceiver, of  the  rates  and  tolls  thereafter  to  become  due. 

On  the  petition,  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  the  case 
raised  wholly  fails,  and  this  petition  must  be  dismissed 
and  the  costs  must  follow  the  result. 

I  have  next  to  consider  in  what  manner  the  motion  is 
to  be  dealt  with.  As  the  petition  fails,  it  is  needless  to 
say  that,  upon  the  motion  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  such  an  order  as  will  prevent 
the  Petitioner  from  interfering  with  or  molesting  the 
Receiver  in  the  receipt  of  the  rates  and  tolls  and  rents  of 
the  undertaking.  But  I  have  been  compelled  to  look 
through  the  affidavits  for  the  purpose  of  considering  the 
question  of  costs.  On  the  part  of  the  Petitioner,  it  is 
contended,  that  the  motion  was,  in  fact,  useless,  and 
that  it  was  only  intended  on  both  sides  to  present,  for 
the  determination  of  the  Court  and  in  the  most  con- 
venient form,  the  question  raised  by  the  petition,  and 
that  the  Petitioner  never  intended  actually  to  interfere 
with  the  possession  of  the  Receiver,  however  wrongful 
that  possession  might  be,  and  however  wrong  the  order 
might  be  by  which  he  was  appointed.  On  the  part  of 
the  Plaintiffs  this  is  controverted,  and  they  assert,  that 
it  was  absolutely  necessary  to  make  this  motion,  and 
that,  without  it,  the  interests  of  the  mortgagees,  and 
indeed  the  undertaking  itself,  would  have  been  destroyed, 
or  at  least  very  seriously  prejudiced. 

There 
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Here  is  no  qaestion  but  that  this  Court  will  not  per-        1855. 
mit  a  Receiver,  appointed  by  its  authority,  and  who  is      ^-^".^^^ 
therefore  its  oflScer,  to  be  interfered  with  or  dispossessed  J|" 

of  the  property  he  is  directed  to  receive,  by  any  one,   The  Trustee* 
althoagh  the  order  appointing  him   may  be  perfectly    Birkenhead 
€"■0116008;  this  Court  requires  and  insists,  that  applica-        Docks. 
t>on  should  be  made  to  the  Court,  for  permission  to  take 
P^^Bession  of  any  property  of  which  the  Receiver  either 
bas  taken  or  is  directed  to  take  possession,  and  it  is  an 
^Qte  distinction  (which  could  not  be  maintained  if  it  were 
attempted,  which  it  is  not  by  Counsel  at  the  bar.although 
^'^Sgested  by  the  affidavits),  that  this  rule  only  applies 
^^  property  actually  in  the  hands  of  the  Receiver.     If  a 
*^^oeiver  be  appointed  to  receive  debts,  rents,  or  tolls, 
^«^  rule  applies  equally  to  all  these  cases,  and  no  person 
^^'H  be  permitted,  without  the  sanction  or  authority  of 
■^^    Court,  to  intercept  or  prevent  payment  to  the  Re- 
^^i  vcr  of  the  debts,  rents,  or  the  tolls,  which  he  has  not 
^^tiaally  received  but  which  he  has  been  appointed  to  re- 
^^*^^e.    This,  in  substance,  is  not  disputed  on  behalf  of 
"^    Petitioner,  but  the  contest  is,  as  I  have   already 
^^^Ced,  whether  the  acts  of  the  Petitioner,  or  rather 
•*c>^e  of  his  solicitor  and  a^rents,  were  such  as  made  this 
^^^^^on  necessary,  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  pro- 
*^^^^y  to  be  received,  and  of  preventing  an  interference 
•  ^ii  the  orders  of  the  Court.     For  this  purpose,  it  is 
^    ^^^^ssary  to  refer  to  the  dates  of  the  several  proceed- 
^^S^,  which  lie  within  a  very  narrow  compass. 

^^n  the  28th  of  January ^  1855,  the  Petitioner  obtained 

J  ^dgment  against  the  trustees  for  600Z.     On  the  2nd 

J'ehruan/f  Mr.  Baron  Alderson  made  an  order  nisi 

^     £fleen  garnishees,  to  shew  cause  why  the  tolls  due 

^^Oi  them  to  the  trustees  should  not  be  attached  to  pay 

^^    debt  of  the  Petitioner.    These  orders  were  served 

'^     *ve  of  the  garnishees  on  the  3rd,  4th  and  5th  of 

"^^OL.  XX.  A  A  February, 
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1856.       February.     Up  to  this  time,  the  conduct  of  the  Peti- 
^^       tioner  and  his  solicitor  and  agent  was  perfectly  regufau 
and  proper,  and  if  no  subsequent  step  had  been  takei 


Ames 

V. 


The  Trustee!   by  the  PlaintiflTs,  the  Petitioner  would  properiy  hav 

Birkenhead    received  payment  of  the  tolls  due  from  these  garnishees 
Docka. 

On  the  8th  of  February,  the  order  was  made  appoin* 

ing  Mr.  Powles  Receiver  of  the  tolls.     Notice  of  th 

order  was  given,  by  letter,  on  the  same  day,  to  IVITj 

Watson,  the  solicitor  of  the  Petitioner,  and  was  receiv 

by  him  on  the  9th  of  February. 

[After  going  through  the  subsequent  circumstances  his 

Honor  proceeded  as  follows : — ]  ^^  0^ 

^^ 

It  is  also  to  be  observed,  that  during  the  whole  of  this  |^  ^"^ 

time,  the  injury  necessarily  occasioned  to  the  traffic  and  ^^^ 

use  of  the  docks,  which  might  make  the  garnishees  -^^^ 

liable  either  to  an  execution  or  to  double  payment  of  ^<^ 

the  tolls,  was  constantly  going  on,  by  the  service  of  «^^ 
these  orders  on  them.     I  cannot  but  surmise  the  great 

probability,  that  if  this  notice  of  motion  had  not  been  ^ 
given,   the    Petitioner  would   have  obtained  from  the 

garnishees,  through  fear  of  an  execution,  the  money  to  ^^^^ 

which,  according  to  the  opinion  I  have  expressed,  the  »^- 

mortgagees  had  the  first  claim,  and  I  am  of  opinion*  c^^^^ 

therefore,  that  this  motion  was  proper  and  necessary  to  o^ 

protect  the  interest  of  the  Plaintiffs,  and  to  preserve  the  ^r#<^ 
undertaking  itself  from  injury. 

The  result  is,  that  in  my  opinion,  an  order  must  be  ^^zM  i 
made  on  the  motion,  enjoining  the  Petitioner,  his  aoU-  — mM^^^o/ji 
citor  and  agents,  from  interfering  with  the  fimctioDs  of 
the  Receiver,  or  intercepting  the  payment  of  any  rates 
or  tolls  now  due  or  hereafter  to  become  due  during 
such  Receivership,  and  that  the  Petitioner  must  pay  the^ 
costs  of  the  motion. 
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COLLINSON  V.  LISTER. 

AprU  19. 
^T^HE  cause  became  abated  between  the  heariog  and  An  abatement 

the  delivery  by  the  CJourt  of  its  judgment.  ^^^  noTpr^ 

▼ent  jodffment 
being  delivered 
Mr.  J.  V.  Prior  suggested,  that  the  decree  could  not,  ^.^^  decree 

Qnder  each  circumstances,  be  drawn  up,  it  having  been  up. 

Baade  pending  the  abatement. 

^n^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

1  am  satisfied  that  this  presents  no  difficulty.    The 
P^*nt  is  settled  by  the  case  of  Cumber  v.  Ware{a). 

(a)  1  Strange,  426. 


ft   $^'«.— See  Davies  ▼.  Davia,  9  Va.  461 ;  Belskam  ▼.  Percival, 
^ — \  157;  2  C.  P.  Cooper,  176;  and  16  &  16  Vict.  c.  76, 1. 139. 
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Feb.  14,  15. 
Aprilld. 

An  executor 
cannot  carry 
on  the  trade  of 
his  testator, 
except  for  the 
purpose  of 
winding  it  up, 
but  he  may, 
and  in  some 
cases  is  bound, 
to  complete 
contracts 
entered  into 
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nnHIS,  in  form,  was  a  suit  to  administer  the  estate    <:3» 
Mrs.  Hannah  Hardisty  ;  but  a  question  of  coiv  > 
siderable  difficulty  was   raised   between  the  Plaintiff?^ 
(her  residuary  legatees)  and  the  York  City  and  CowiUy^ 
Banky  with  respect  to  the  proceeds  of  a  ship  realized  by 
the  bank,   on  which   the    testatrix  had   a  lien.    The 
Plaintiffs  contended  that  these  proceeds  formed  speci- 
fically a  part  of  the  testatrix's  assets,  and  that  they 

by  his  testator,  ought  to  be  applied  accordingly. 
When  part 

The  facts  were  contested,  but  the  Court  considered 
them  as  established,  by  the  evidence,  to  be  as  follows  : — 


of  the  testator's 
property  is 
invested  on 
mortgage,  the 
executor  is 
justified  in 
making  such 
further  ad- 


On  the  26th  of  March^  1850,  the  testatrix  advanced 

a  sum  of  1,500/.  to  a  person  named  Fletcher ^  on  the 

vances  as  may  security  of  a  steam  vessel  called  the  "  Toward  Castled 

be  absolutely 

necessary  to      In  the  month  of  October  following,  Fletcher  applied  to 

secure  the 

first  advance, 

temble.     It 

would  be 

dangerous  to 

lay  down  any 

rule  which 

would  prevent 

the  executor 

from  exercising  a  bond  fide  discretion  in  such  case,  or  even  charge  him  with  a  deraa^ 

tavit  in  case  the  result  should  disappoint  his  expectations.     In  case  of  Ion,  however, 

the  onut  lies  on  him  of  shewing  that  he  exercised  due  caution. 

A  contract  requires  two  parties  to  it,  and  a  man  in  one  character  can,  with  diffi- 
culty, contract  with  himself  in  another  character. 

A  testatrix  had  advanced  money  on  mortgage  of  a  ship.  At  her  death,  it  was 
under  repair,  and  the  shipbuilders  refusing  to  part  with  it  until  payment,  the  executor, 
without  due  con-iideration,  borrowed  money  and  paid  off  the  lien.  He  afterwards 
mortgaged  the  ship  to  secure  the  loan  he  had  contracted.  The  ship  produced  \em 
than  the  sub-mortgage.  Held,  that  the  executor's  negligence  incapacitated  him  from 
charging  the  estate  with  the  advances,  and  that  his  mortgagee,  having  notice,  wat  not 
in  abetter  condition. 


Mrs.  Hardisty  to  permit  the  engines  to  be  removed 
from  the  "  Toward  Castle**  to  another  ship  called  the 
**  Engineer,**  on  the  terms  of  her  having  a  mortgage  of  the 
^*  Engineer**  and  of  a  tliird  vessel,  which  being  already 

mortgaged 


COLLINSON 
V. 
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mortgaged  proved  valueless.     Mrs.  Hardisty  consented        1855. 
to   this  transfer,  and  on  the  30th  of  October^   1850, 
Fletcher  executed  a  deed  of  that  date,  by  which,  in 
consideration  of  the  transfer  of  these  engines,  he  cove-       Lister, 
Planted  to  assign  the  ''  Engineer ^^  as  soon  as  the  transfer 
^f  the  machinery  and  other  repairs  of  that  vessel  he 
^en  contemplated,  were  completed,  so  that  the  registry 
^f  ^lie  vessel  and  of  the  mortgage  might  be  effected. 

I^he  Defendant  Lister  acted  as  the  friend  and  adviser 
^^"    ^rs.  Hardisty  in  these  transactions. 

*Xhe  testatrix  died  on  the  24th  of  December^  1850, 
^■^•^ing  by  her  will  appointed  the  Defendant  Lister  her 
^^^1^  executor,  and  made  the  Plaintiffs,  her  sisters,  her 
^""^^^iduary  legatees.  Lister  proved  the  will,  and  acted 
^^^  ^be  execution  of  the  trusts  of  it.  He  took  possession 
^^^  the  testatrix's  property,  which,  beyond  the  interest 
^•^^  had  in  Fletcher^ s  vessels,  he  represented  to  amount 

^^^    1,070/.,  and  he  stated  that  this  was  insufficient  to  pay 

^^>*  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses. 

^t  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  Lister  was  the  agent 
^^d  manager  of  the  GooU  branch  of  the  York  City 
^••cf  County  Banky2Li\A  in  that  character  had  a  command 
^^er  the  funds  of  the  bank,  and  had  power  to  advance 
^'^em  to  the  customers  of  the  bank,  on  such  terms  as  he 
^l^ooght  fit. 

The  Bank  Quay  Foundry  Company  had,  during  the 

*'t5B  of  the  testatrix,   been  employed   by  Fletcher  to 

^^^^Bsfer  the  engines  from  the  "  Toward  Castle''  to  the 

-Engineer,*'  and  to  make  the  other  repairs  which  were 

'^'^cjuired,  and  on  account  of  which,  he  paid  the  company 

^  »um  of  443/.     In  March,  1851,  the  company  refused 

^^  proceed  further  with  the  repairs,  unless  a  further  sum 

^f  300/,  was  paid  to  them.     Fletcher,  being  unable  to 

pay 


i 


^ 
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1856.        p&y  this  money,  applied  to  the  Defendant  Lister  l^Bo 
make  him  the  advance,  which  he  did,  in  the  followii^=}g 
manner,  as  described  by  himself  in  bis  answers  ;■ 
''The  said  sum  of  300/.  was  procured  by  me,  by 
cheque,  drawn  by  me,  on  account  of  Mrs.  Hard\ 
on  the  said  Banking  Company  for  the  swn  of 
and  the  same  is  debited  in   the  books  of  the 
Banking  Company,  to    Mrs.   Hardisty's    execul 
Fletcher  having  afterwards  required  a  further  advar^  ^e 
for  the  same  purpose,  it  was  made  by  Lister,  v^'Kdo 

in    his   answer  gave  the  following  account  of  ii  ^ 

''  It  was  then  expected  that  the  sum  of  700/.,  in   ^a^^d- 
dition  to  the  sum   of  300/.,  would  be  sufficient  to 

complete  the  ship,  and  I   proposed    also   to  adva  ■  ^  ce 
the  sum  of  700/.  to  Thomas  Fktcher,  and  wrote  «i.   tkI 
sent  to   Mr.   England^    (who   acted  as    my   soliei  "^m 
in  the  said  transaction,)  a  letter,  dated  the  15tb  c^Kay 
of  March,  1851,  in  the  words  and  figures  follow  m^^g, 
that  is  to  say : — *  It  is  now  decided  that  I,  as  IV^E—rs. 
Hardistxfs  executor,  shall  advance  another  1,000£-        to 
Mr.  Thomas  Fletcher,  and  take  a  mortgage  on     ^Hbe 
'Engineer'  for  2,500/.     I  think  it  probable  that    -^be 
family  will  relieve  me  of  it,  rather  than  allow  ni^       to 
sell,  which  of  course  1  must  do,  in  the  long  run,  to  v9jSuA 
up  her  affairs.     So  that  you  will  be  good  enough        to 
prepare  a  mortgage  to  me  for  2,500/.    The  ship  \^s^  to 
be  ready  in  about  a  fortnight.     In  the  meantime,  ^^fr. 
Fletcher  wants  money  to  pay  on  account;  will  it        ^ 
sufficient  to  take  a  memorandum,  or  ought  I  nat^   to 
have  a  promissory  note  ?     He  may  be  knocked  on      'the 
head.    A  line  by  return  will  oblige.' " 

The  repairs  of  the  vessel  were  completed  in  Af^^ 
1853,  when  the  Foundry  Company,  in  addition  to    tAe 
sum  already  paid,  claimed  a  lien  on  it  for  1,598/.  4#-    ^ 
in  respect  of  their  repairs.     The  vessel  could  not  be 

got 
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got  from  them  without  satisfying  their  debt,  and  there-        I85&. 

upoD  ListeVf  by  the  intervention  and  assistance  of  his 

ttoticilory  made  a  compromise  with  the  company,  who 

Agreed  to  accept  the  hull  of  the  **  Toward  Castle^''  and 

the  sum  of  1^20/.,  in  full  of  their  demands.    The  De- 

'radant  Lister  also  advanced  this   sum  in  the   same 

i^nanner  as  the  former,  and  in  his  answer  he  gave  the 

following  account  of  it : — '*  The  said  sum  of  1,320/.  was 

paid   by  me  to  Mr.  England  for  the  purpose  of  his 

paying  the  same  to  the  JBanh  Quay  Foundry  Com- 

P^iiy,  and  the  same  was  so  paid  to  Mr.  England  by 

^^yselfy  as  being  money  in  my  hands  belonging  to  the 

^^tate  of  Hannah  Hardisty,  and  the  same  was  accord- 

iKi^ly  paid  by  Mr.  England  on  my  behalf,  as  executor  of 

■^^'^nnak  Hardisijff  to  the  Bank  Quay  Foundry  Com- 

I^^iiy.    The  sum  of  1,320/.  was  procured  by  me  by 

^   chaque  drawn  by  me  on  the  banking  company,  and 

^^gned  as  follows, — '  Francis  Lister  {Hardisty's  execu- 

^^r*'  '*).    And  the  same  was  debited  in  the  books  of  the 

^*^»Jkiog  company,  as  follows, — **Hardisfy's  executors, 

'■•320/./'  making  altogether  1,620/.,  for  there  was  only 

^^^L  advanced  before,  and  the  700/.  formed,  in  fact, 

I^itof  the  1,320/.    Liiter,  in  his  answer,  also  stated, 

^^^t  the  transactions  took  place  without  any  communi- 

^^^on  by. her  with  the  directors,  or  any  persons  having 

^^  maoagement  of  the  banking  company. 

"Hie  testatrix  never  had  any  account  with  the  bank, 
^'^^  Lister  opened  no  account  as  her  executor ;  and, 
^^^^t  the  taking  those  two  sums  out  of  the  monies  of 
^^  bank,  which  were  v^ithin  Lister^s  absolute  control, 
^^d  making  the  two  entries  already  stated  in  the  bank 
^^ks,  there  was  no  dealing  with  the  bank  by  any  one 
^^'^  behalf  of  the  testatrix  or  her  estate. 

Hy  indenture  dated  26th  Aprils  1861,  reciting  the 

advance 
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advance  of  the  sum  of  1,500/.  by  Mrs.  Hardisty,  anc^H 
the  advance  of  the  two  sums  of  300/.  and  1,320/.  by-^- 
Lister  in  bis  character  of  executor,  Fletcher  assignecbf. 
the  "  Engineer**  to  Lister  to  secure  payment  of  these^:. 
three  sums,  and   interest   thereon  at  6  per  cent,  per-* 
annum,  and  also  covenanted   to   pay  them.      On   th& 
5th   of   May  following  the  ship   and   mortgage    were 
registered. 

In  the  end  of  the  year  1851,  the  directors  of  the  bank, 
on  inspecting  the  accounts  of  the  Goole  Branch,  dis- 
covered the  two  entries  of  300/.  and  1,320/.  debited  to 
**  Hardistys  executors."  They  made  further  inquiry, 
and  ascertained  that  Lister  was  the  sole  executor,  and 
that  he  had,  in  fact,  as  manager  of  the  branch  bank, 
advanced  these  sums  to  himself,  as  the  executor  of  the 
testatrix.  The  directors  of  the  bank  thereupon  insisted 
upon  Listers  depositing  with  and  transferring  to  them 
the  securities  held  by  him  on  the  vessel.  This  be  ac- 
cordingly did,  and  an  indenture,  dated  the  15th  of 
January,  1852,  was  executed  by  Lister,  of  the  first 
part,  and  Mr.  Price  and  Mr.  Meek  (two  of  the  bank 
directors)  of  the  second  part,  whereby,  after  reciting 
the  indenture  of  assignment  by  Fletcher  to  Lister,  of 
the  26th  of  April,  1851,  and  the  registry  of  the 
vessel  on  the  5th  of  May,  1851,  and  that  these 
three  sums  of  money  were  due  to  Lister,  and  that  he 
had  applied  to  and  requested  Price  and  Meek,  ^the  two 
directors,)  to  advance  and  lend  him  a  sum  of  1,620/., 
which  they  had  agreed  to  do,  on  having  the  repayment 
thereof,  with  interest,  secured  by  a  transfer  of  the  three 
sums  of  1,500/.,  300/.  and  1,320/.,  and  the  interest 
thereof  respectively,  and  an  assignment  of  the  ship 
made  to  them,  in  the  manner  thereinafter  expressed,  the 
indenture  witnessed,  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement 
and  in  consideration  of  1,620/.,  Price  and  Meek  paid  to 

Lister, 
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Lister^  upon  or  before  the  execution  of  the  indenture, 

the    Teceipt  whereof  was  thereby  acknowledged^  Lister 

assigrned  to  Price  and  Meek  the  three  principal  sums  of 

1,600/.,  300/.  and  1,320/.  so  due  to  Lister,  in  trust  to 

secure  the  payment  of  1,600/.  and  interest.     Lister  then 

SBsigned  to  Price  and  Meek,  the  ship  "  Engineer*'  with 

tbe     appurtenances,  to  hold,  subject   to   the  equity  of 

'■^^mption,  until  payment  of  the  three  several  sums, 

^th  power  to  sell  and  give  receipts  for  the  money. 

U'nder  the  power  of  sale  contained  in  this  instrument, 
tho  banking  company  sold  the  ship  for  1,150/.,  and 
i^eceived  the  purchase-money. 

l^o  this  state  of  things,  the  Plaintiffs  filed  their  bill 

^S^inst  Lister  and    the  bank,  praying  an  account  of 

^'*^^t,  but  for  wilful  default,  Lister  might  have  received 

^®  executor  of  Mrs.  Hardisty,  and  that  her  estate  might 

*^^    administered  by  the  Court,  and  praying  a  declara- 

^^«i,  that  Lister  had  no  authority  to  pledge  the  1,500/. 

^^e    to  Mrs.  Hardistys  estate  on  the  security  afore- 

^^*<l,or  any  part  of  the  testatrix's  estate  for  securing  the 

*^**^c,  and  that  the  sum  of  1,500/.  was  a  first  charge  on 

■^^   ^* Engineer.'*    And  praying,  that  the  bank  might  be 

'"^^red  to  account  for  all  money  received  by  them  for 

no    «<  Engineer,'*  and  to  deliver  up  to  the  Receiver  in  the 

^^ti^e  the  mortgage,  transfer  and  certificate  of  registry 

^*     ^le  "  Toward  Castle^*  and  that  the  necessary  steps 

^^^%jld  be  taken  to  realize  the  amount  due  to  the  estate 

^^4r8.JTardw<y,in  respect  of  the  advance  to  Fletcher  } 

*^^   praying  that  a  Receiver  might  be  appointed. 

»^-«4r.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Amphlett,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
^^  estate  of  the  testatrix  is  entitled  to  the  first  charge 
*^  "^lie  purchase-money  of  the  ship.  The  advances  made 
^  "^Aster,  after  the  testatrix's  death,  for  the  repairs,  were 

perfectly 
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perfectly  unjustifiable.  He  neglected  to  take  tbose  steps 
which  common  prudence  demanded,  before  making  an 
additional  outlay.  He  took  no  pains  to  ascertain  the 
value  of  the  ship  when  repaired,  he  obtained  no  valiia* 
tion  and  made  no  inquiry.  If  he  had,  he  would  doubt- 
less have  ascertained,  that  any  further  advance  on  the 
ship  would  be  totally  lost.  His  acts  amounted  to  a 
devastavit.  But,  independently  of  his  neglect,  the  will 
conferred  on  him  no  power  to  advance  money  on  the 
security  of  the  ship,  and  in  his  simple  character  of  exe- 
cutor he  had  no  authority  to  do  so.  He  ought  rather  to 
have  pressed  Fletcher  for  payment  of  the  amount  due  to 
the  testatrix,  but  there  is  no  evidence  either  of  any 
attempt  to  compel  him  to  pay  or  to  force  him  to  dis- 
charge the  claims  of  the  shipbuilders  out  of  his  own 
funds,  or  from  money  derived  from  other  sources. 


The  lien  of  the  shipbuilders  ceased  on  their  being 
paid,  and  it  does  not  now  exist  for  the  benefit  of  any 
party.  The  money  borrowed  from  the  bank  was  a  mere 
personal  debt  from  Lister  to  the  bank,  which  in  no  way 
concerned  the  estate  of  the  testatrix  or  the  persons  in- 
terested in  it,  and  Lister  had  no  right  to  pledge  the  ship 
for  his  own  debt,  or  to  give  to  the  bank  priority  over 
the  persons  beneficially  interested  in  the  ship.  The 
bank,  through  Lister,  their  manager,  had  notice  of  all 
the  facts  known  to  Lister  himself,  and  cannot  stand  in 
a  better  position  than  Lister,  They  cited  Wilson  v. 
Moore{a);  Hughes  v,  Morris  {b);  M^Calmont  v.  Ran- 
kin (c). 


Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Robson,  (or  Lister,  contended, 

firsty 


(a)  1  Mt/l.  if  Keen,  337. 
{b)  9  Hare,  636;    2    Ife   G. 
31.  4  G.  349. 


(c)  8  Hart,  1 ;  2  Dc  G. 
4-  G.  403. 
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first,  that,  in  his  character  of  executor,  he  was  authorized  1855. 
-^^  advance  the  testatrix's  assets  for  the  purpose  of 
■rrniriiig  her  mortgage  debt.  And  that,  supposing 
Xiim  to  have  acted  bond  fide  in  so  doing,  the  result, 
"^^betber  attended  with  more  or  less  success,  would  not 
saffect  the  question  of  breach  of  trust  or  devastavit. 
Secondly,  assuming  that  he  was  entitled  to  advance 
^3ioney  out  of  the  estate  for  the  purpose  in  question,  he 
^^vaa  equally  entitled  to  borrow  money  from  the  bank  for 
-^e  same  purpose,  as  he  had  done. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  J.  V.  Prior,  for  the  banking 

«x>mpany,  claimed   such   interest  only  as  their  agent, 

lister,  could  have  claimed.     They  argued  that  Lister 

-^mtB  entitled  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  shipwrights 

amd  to  have  the  benefit  of  their  lien,  which  was  para- 

xnount  to  the  claims  of  Mrs.  Hardisty,  for  without  pay- 

soent  the  shipwrights  would  never  have  parted  with  the 

chip ;  and  the  money  produced  by  its  sale,  which  was 

mttributable  to  the   repairs,   would    never   have   been 

realized.      That  the  executor    had  full  authority  to 

i;>ledge  any  part  of  the  assets,  for  moneys  borrowed  for 

"^e  purposes  of  the  estate,  and  that  he  had  done  so,  in 

'Che  present  instance.    They  referred  to  Buxton  v.  Bux- 

^011  (a) ;  Hughes  v.  Morris  (fi). 

Mr.  RoupeUj  in  reply. 

2rAe  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls  said,  the  case  involved  a 
question  of  considerable  nicety,  and  he  would  take  time 
ta  eoQsider  it  and  read  the  evidence. 

The 


Co)  I  MyL  4  O.  8a  (fr)  9  Hare,  636. 
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AffrU  19. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.   (After  stating  the  facts.) 

The  question  to  be  determined  is  the  effect  of  these 
transactions ;  and  for  this  purpose,  I  think  it  material, 
first,  to  consider  the  effect  of  them,  as  between  the 
Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendant  Lister,  without  having 
regard  to  the  interests  of  the  banking  company ;  be- 
cause, in  my  opinion,  the  interests  of  the  bank  must, 
in  a  great  measure,  depend  upon  the  effect  of  the  trans- 
actions between  Lister  and  his  cestuis  que  trust.  In  my 
opinion,  the  testatrix  consented  to  the  transfer  of  the 
mortgage  ;  if,  therefore,  the  ship  "  Engineer  "  produced 
nothing  after  her  decease,  that  loss  would  have  fallen 
on  her  estate.  It  is  also  clear,  that  the  Foundry  Com- 
pany, who  repaired  the  ship  and  transferred  the  engines, 
had  a  lien  on  the  vessel  for  their  proper  costs  of  such 
repairs ;  and  that,  except  by  discharging  those  costs,  the 
vessel  could  not  have  been  registered,  or  the  mortgage 
on  it  made  available.  It  is  also,  in  my  opinion,  equally 
clear,  first,  that  Fletcher,  by  discharging  these  costs  and 
expenses  out  of  his  own  moneys,  could  not  have  defeated 
or  prejudiced  tiie  mortgage  he  had  covenanted  to  give 
to  the  testatrix;  and  next,  that,  if  he  had  borrowed 
money  for  that  purpose,  from  a  stranger,  who  had  re- 
ceived notice  of  the  testatrix's  mortgage,  that  stranger 
could  not  have  obtained  from  Fletcher  a  priority  over 
the  testatrix's  mortgage. 


Lister,  therefore,  could  not,  by  advancing  his  own 
moneys  to  Fletcher,  have  obtained  such  a  priority,  neither 
could  he, as  agent  for  the  bank,  and  by  advancing  moneys 
on  account  of  the  bank  to  Fletcher,  have  obtained  for 
his  principals  such  a  priority.  But  this  is  not  the  way 
in  which  the  advance  was  made,  and  the  facts,  as  I  have 
stated  them,  must  be  borne  in  mind  in  considering  this 

matter. 
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-■Ti^atter.  It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  Lister,  first,  that, 
5ii  his  character  of  executor,  he  was  entitled  to  advance 
-^he  assets  of  the  testatrix  to  make  her  mortgage  avail- 
able ;  and  that,  if  he  acted  bondjide,  the  greater  or  less 
^  access  of  the  result  cannot  affect  the  question  of  breach 
of  trust ;  and,  secondly,  that,  if  he  was  entitled  to  ad- 
'^^^nce  the  assets  of  his  testatrix  for  this  purpose,  he  was 
^^oally  entitled  to  borrow  money  for  that  purpose,  and 
'thsLt  this  was  what  he  did. 

I*his  opens  a  question  of  great  importance  as  regards 
th^  powers  and  liabilities  of  executors  in  the  discharge 
of    -^he  duties  intrusted  to  and  undertaken  by  them. 

TlTie  acts  which  an  executor,  in  the  absence  of  any 

^"**^*ctions  contained  in  the  will,  can  do  or  ought  to  do, 

f^^^      the  purpose  of  completing  or  rendering  available 

^■^^     contracts  or  property  of  the  testator,  depend   so 

"^^^^^^sh  on  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  each  case,  that 

*    4i  md  it  difficult  to  state,  with  distinctness,  any  propo- 

siti^Dn  which  shall  lay  down  a  principle  applicable  to  all 

^^•^^s.    Some  points,  however,  are  settled :  thus  it  is 

^*^^r,  that  an  executor  cannot  carry  on  the  trade  of 

^''^^    testator,  except  for  the  mere  purpose  of  winding 

*^     '^ap.    But  the  executor  may  and  in  some  cases  is 

*^^^*ind    to    complete    contracts    entered   into    by   his 

t.o^t«tor,  and  the  instance  of  a  testator,  who  had  con- 

^"■^^^ted  to  build  a  house  and  had  died,   having  pro- 

'^^a^d  the  materials  and  half  completed  the  work,  was 

^it^cl   and  relied  on  at  the  Bar(tf),   as  an  undoubted 

^'^stance,  where  the  executor's  duty  would  be  to  complete 

itnperfect  work.     Mr.  Toller  also,  in  his  book  on 

^^cutors  (6),  mentions  a  case,  where  the  testator,  carry 


1855. 


S  Oil  the  business  of  a  wine-cooper,  had  left  a  stock  of 

wines^ 

rS^^l    ManhaU  v.  Broadhunt,  1  (b)  Page  487. 

^•^•*  Jcr.403.  ^       ^ 
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COLLINBOI? 


wines,  which  could  not  have  been  advantageously  add, 
unless  the  executor  had  purchased  other  winee  for  the 
purpose  of  refining  die  old  stock,  and  which  act  was 
held  not  to  constitute  him  a  trader,  but  to  have  been 
done  in  due  discharge  of  his  duty  as  an  executor.  If  a 
testator  had  advanced  money  on  mortgage  of  a  property 
either  originally  insufficient  to  pay  the  amount,  or  which 
had  become  so  by  some  subsequent  accident,  and  the 
owner  of  that  property,  (the  mortgagor,)  had  applied  to 
the  executor  for  a  further  advance,  stating,  with  truth, 
that  the  outlay  of  this  further  money  would  render  the 
property  sufficient  to  pay  both  charges,  I  know  of  no 
case  or  principle  which  would  preclude  an  executor  from 
advancing  such  further  sum  out  of  the  assets  of  the 
testator,  in  order  to  render  the  property  capable  of  pay- 
ing the  original  mortgage,  which,  without  such  expen- 
diture, would  not  have  been  possible ;  and  it  would,  I 
think,  be  dangerous,  to  lay  down  any  rule  which  would 
prevent  the  executor  from  exercising  a  bond  fide  discre- 
tion in  any  such  case,  or  even  to  charge  him  with  a 
devastavit,  in  case  the  result  should  disappoint  his  ex- 
pectations. But  if  a  loss  should  be  the  result,  it  appears 
to  me  to  be  a  necessary  preliminary  condition,  before 
such  advances  could  be  allowed  to  him  in  taking  his 
accounts,  that  he  should  have  carefully  investigated  the 
probabilities  of  success,  before  he  advanced  the  money 
of  his  cestuis  que  trust  for  any  such  purpose.  The  ex- 
penditure of  money  to  recover  other  money  lost  or  in 
danger  is  a  matter  which  requires  very  careful  and  grave 
consideration ;  and  if  the  result  prove  that  the  transaction 
is  such  as  only  to  create  an  additional  loss,  it  is  incum- 
bent on  the  executor  to  shew,  that  he  used  every  avail- 
able means  in  his  power  to  ascertain  the  chance  of  suc- 
cess ;  and  that,  if  he  did  what  was  unfortunate,  he  acted 
as  a  reasonable  man  would  have  done,  in  similar  cir- 
cumstances, with  reference  to  his  own  property,  and 

after 
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after  be  iiad  obtained  all  tbe  evidence  possible  relative 
to  tbe  cbances  of  success  or  failure* 

I  «pply  tbat  rale  to  tbe  present  case,  and  I  treat  tbis 

aiatter  as  if  tbis  were  an  ordinary  smt  for  tbe  adminis* 

/ration  of  tbe  testatrix «  estate,  and  tbat  Mr.  LUter, 

having  bad  IfiOOL  belonging  to  ber  estate  in  bis  hands, 

l>md    advanced,  first,   300/.  and  tben    1,600/.,   for  the 

I>Drposes  detailed  in  bis  answer  and  evidence,  and  tbat, 

ivrng  so  done,  be  now  sougbt  to  have  these  advances 

allowed  to  him  in  taking  bis  accounts. 


1866. 


Id  tbis  point  of  view,  I  think  that  tbis  sum  of  money 
lould  not  be  allowed  to  Mr.  Lister  in  taking  his  ac- 
ounts.     He  did  not,  in  my  opinion,  take  the  preca^tions 
faich  were  fitting  and  proper  before  be  advanced  this 
oney ;  and  tbat  if  he  bad  done  so,  he  would  not,  acting 
rudently,  have  advanced  tbis  money.    In  tbe  first  place, 
here  is  no  evidence  before  me,  tbat  Fletcher  might  not, 
Vrom  other  sources,  have  obtained  the  first  sum  of  300/., 
-^wbich,  if  be  bad  done,  it  would  not  have  afiected  tbe 
^testatrix's   mortgage ;    if  he  could  not,  the  necessary 
inference  is,  that  such  inability  arose  from  tbe  fact, 
— tbat  tbe  security  of  the  ship  was  not  sufficient  to  cover 
«ucb  an  additional  advance.    With  regard  to  both  sums, 
Mr.  Lister  seems  to  have  taken  no  pains  to  ascertain 
what  would  have  been  the  value  of  the  vessel,  even  after 
that  payment,  or  whether  the  advances  could  safely  be 
made.     The  burden  of  proof  to  establish  this  lies  on 
bim  who  seeks  to  be  allowed  a  sum  which  has  been 
wholly  lost  to  tbe  testatrix's  estate.     He  took  no  step 
whatever  for  tbis  purpose,  yet  tbe  feet  that  tbe  Foundry 
Company,  who  were  repairing  the  ship,  would  not  pro- 
ceed further  without  an  advance,  was  very  strong  evi- 
dence, whence  it  might  be  inferred,  that,  in  their  opinion, 
it  was  at  feast  probable,  tbat  tbe  ship,  when  completed, 

would 
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1865.  would  not  be  worth  more  than  the  money  due  for  repair- 
ing it.  This  is  confirmed  by  the  evidence  before  me, 
for  even  the  agent  of  the  company  who  repaired  the 
ship  does  not  put  the  value,  at  the  utmost,  as  exceeding 
the  bill  due  to  them.  It  is  obvious,  therefore,  that  Lister 
took  no  pains  to  investigate  the  matter  at  all,  and  that, 
if  he  had  done  so,  he  would  have  discovered  that  it  was 
a  foolish  and  rash  matter  to  advance  further  money; 
but  that,  if  nothing  could  be  realized  from  the  property 
as  it  stood,  nothing  could  be  got  by  advancing  further 
money  upon  it. 

In  the  case,  therefore,  which  I  have  supposed,  of 
Mr.  Lister  having  in  his  hands  assets  belonging  to  the 
estate  of  the  testatrix,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  these  ad- 
vances could  not  be  allowed  to  him  in  taking  this  ac- 
count, but  that  he  would  have  to  be  charged  with  that 
amount,  as  a  loss  improperly  occasioned  by  him  to  the 
estate. 

The  case,  however,  becomes  much  stronger  against 
him,  when  it  is  considered,  that  he  borrowed  money  for 
this  purpose,  which  is  always  a  more  hazardous  proceed- 
ing than  the  laying  out  of  money  already  existing.  If 
the  matter  had  rested  between  the  Plaintiffs  and  Lister, 
and  the  interests  of  no  other  persons  had  been  concerned, 
this  point,  in  the  present  state  of  the  assets,  would  have 
been  immaterial,  for  no  assets  exist  out  of  which  Lister 
could  seek  for  payment,  and  it  could  not  be  contended 
that  the  Plaintiffs  were  liable  to  repay  the  advances 
made.  The  consideration  of  the  point,  however,  has 
become  important,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
ulterior  question  affecting  the  banking  company. 

On  the  first  question,  viz.  that  which  arises  between 
the  Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendant  Lister,  therefore,  I  am 

of 
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of  opinion  that,  if  there  had  been  further  and  other        1866. 
assets  of  the  testatrix,  exceeding  the  1,900/.  advanced,       >— ,-h-/ 

X^ister  could  not  have  been  entitled,  out  of  those  assets,  Collinson 
to  the  repayment  of  the  two  sums  advanced  by  him  in       Lister. 
tbe  manner  and  under  the  circumstances  I  have  already 
stated. 

I  now  come  to  the  consideration  of  the  next  question, 
^^Iiich  regards  the  interest  of  the  banking  company  and 
the  claim  made  by  the  Plaintiffs  against  them.     I  con- 
sider this,  in  the  first  instance,  independently  of  the  deed 
^^^  the   16th  January y  1862,  and  I  shall  then  consider 
no^r  it  18  affected  by  that  deed.    The  mode  by  which 
^bese  sums  were  appropriated  by  Mr.  Lister ^  in  Aprils 
^  8S 1,  I  have  already  noticed.    He  was  both  the  borrower 
^"^d  the  lender.     It  is  not  denied,  that,  as  the  agent  of 
'^'be  bank,  he  had  the  authority,  as  well  as  the  power, 
"^o  advance  the  money  of  the  bank  to  such  persons  as 
"^  should  think  fit ;  and  all  facts  known  to  him,  as  ex- 
^^utor,  were  also  known  to  him  as  agent  of  the  bank, 
^*^d    must  bind  and  conclude  the  banking  company, 
^x^ctly  in  the  same  manner  as  if  they  had  acted  directly 
**^  the  transaction  with  full  notice  of  them.    The  circum- 
^^^nce  of  his  also  being  the  executor  does  not,  in  my 
^^pinion,  affect  or  alter  the  transaction,  and  I  look  at  it 
^Xaetly  in  the  same  light  as  I  should  do,  if  he  had  ad- 
^^nced  money  to  a  third  person,  who  had  been  the 
^Xeciitor  of  the  testatrix,  and  that  when  he  did  so,  he 
■^Oe^  all  the  facts  connected  with  the  estate,  and  knew 
^^  purposes  for  which  it  was  advanced. 

*t  was,  therefore,  an  advance  by  the  agent  of  the 

^*^king  company,  on  behalf  of  that  company,  to  the 

^^^cutor  of  the  testatrix,  without  taking  any  security 

""ott^  him,  and  made  in  order  to  enable  the  executor  to 

^*^^  the  money  to  Fletcher^  to  be  by  him  applied  in 

^Ou  XX.  B  B  discharging 
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discharging  a  lien  which  the  ship  builders  had  on  the 

'*  Engineer  f*  and  all  this^  coupled  with  the  knowledge 

that  Fletcher  had  covenanted  to  mortgage  that  vessd 

to  the  testatrix,  and  that  the  mortgage  constituted  the  ^^ 

first  charge  on  that  vessel,  as  soon  as  it  was  roistered. 

If  the  agent  of  the  bank  and  the  executor  had  been  j 

distinct  persons,  and  the  money  had  been  advanced  by 
the  agent  of  the  bank,  upon  an  assignment  of  the  tes- 
tatrix's mortgage  by  the  executor,  and  without  a  know- 
ledge of  the  purpose  for  which  the  executor  required 
the  money,  the  case  would  have  been  wholly  different, 
and  whatever  might  have  been  the  rights  of  the  cestms  ^ 

que  trust  against   the    executor,   it  would  not  have  ^ 

affected  the  bank ;  but  no  such  contract  is  made.    The  ^a 

union  of  both  characters  in  Lister  would  have  rendered  j^ 

it  extremely  difficult  to  make  any  contract  to  this  effect,  ^.^B 

which  would  have  been  legal  and  effectual.    A  contract        ^j,- 
requires  two  parties  to  it,  and  a  man  in  one  character       *^^^ 
can,  with  difficulty,  contract  with  himself  in  another      -i»> — ^ 
character.    But,  in  this  case,  it  is  not  even  alleged  that    .:;^_^^ 
the  original  advance  was  made  on  the  security  of  the  ^^_m   ^" 
testatrix's  mortgage;   on  the  contrary,   nothing  W9,s^^j^^  ^^ 
done  with  reference  to  it.   Probably  Mr.  Lister  thoughts  mrM'--^ 
that  the  vessel  would  be  able  to  pay  both  chai^ges,  bni 
whether  this  was  so  or  not,  all  that  occurs  is,  the  ini 
duction  of  the  two  entries  in  the  books  of  the  bank 
which  entries  I  consider  as  wholly  inoperative  for  anj 
purpose,  except  to  shew  the  object  for  which 
wanted  and  took  the  moneys.  The  facts  I  considd*  to  be 
in  effect,  nothing  more  than   this:  —  that  Zit/er  ad— 
vanced  the  money  of  the  bank,  in  his  own  person  as 
agent,  to  Fletcher,  and  took  an  assignment  of  the  shi^  ^ 
to  himself,  in  his  name  of  executor,  to  secure  th< 
advances,  in  addition  to  the  prior  mortgage  to  the  tes 
tatrix.    But  even  regarding  it  as  a  bond  fide  advan< 
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by  tbe  bank  to  the  executor,  for  the  purpose  for  which 
it  mras  applied,  it  could  not,  in  my  opinion,  be  allowed 
^o  tlie  bank  against  the  assets  of  the-  testatrix.    As  an 
advance  to  the  executor  of  the  testatrix,  it  might  bind 
lier  assets,  if  it  had  been  properly  and  beneficially  ap- 
plied for  the  purposes  of  her  estate,  that  is,  if  the  cestuis 
^ve  trtui  had  had  the  benefit  of  it.     In  that  event,  the 
l^ank  would  have  been  entitled  to  be  repaid  out  of  the 
assets  of  the  testatrix,  because  the  executor  would  have 
l>een  so  entitled  ;  but  the  right  of  the  bank  is  to  stand 
'n  the  place  of  the  executor,  and  it  is  here  confined  to 
fa  is  right  as  against  the  assets  of  the  testatrix.     But  I 
fa^ve  already  stated  my  opinion,  that  in  this  case,  the 
^^ecutor  could  not  be  allowed  these  sums  against  the 
assets  of  the  testatrix.     If  a  man,  without  taking  any 
^^curity,  advances  money  to  another,  who  is  an  exectitor, 
^^^d  the  executor  informs  the  lender  that  he  requires  the 
**^oncy  for  the  purposes  of  the  testator's  estate,  but  in 
^'u.ot  misapplies  the  money,  that  cannot  bind  the  persons 
'^terested  in  the  testator's  estate,  but  constitutes  simply 
^-  Setieral  debt  from  the  borrower  to  the  lender.  "  What- 
^^er  may  have  been  the  old  decisions  upon  this  subject" 
^  *  uin  quoting  the  words  of  Lord  Manners,  in  the  case 
^^  -Z^ownes  v.  Power  (a) ),  "  it  is  now  clearly  established, 
^"^t  whoever  will  deal  with  an  executor  for  the  assets 
^^    the  testator,  for  a  purpose  perfectly  inconsistent 
^^^H  the  due  administration  of  the  assets,  subjects  him- 
*^lf  to  the  consequences  of  a  devastavit"    I  think  that 
^ne  eame  observation  applies  to  a  person  who  advances 
'"^otiey  to  an  executor,  confessedly  for  a  purpose  relating 
^^  the  testator's  estate,  which  is  perfectly  inconsistent 
^''^•^li  the  due  administration  of  the  trust,  and  that  he 
^^^«  not  thereby  acquire  any  charge  on  the  assets  of 


1866. 


th 


testator.    When  the  person  lends  money  to  an  ex- 
ecutor, 
(a)  2  B.^  B.  498. 
B  b2 
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ecutoFi  in  order  that  he  may  apply  it  for  the  purposes  ^^ 
of  the  testator'^  assets^  this  is  a  personal  debt  of  the 
executor ;  but  if^  in  addition  to  that,  the  lender  claims 

repayment  out  of  the  testator's  assets,  it  can  only  be  in  ^^^  ^^ 

case  he  can  shew  that  the  executor  himself  would  be  3<x 

allowed  that  sum,  in  taking  the  accounts  of  the  testa*  ^  Ji 

tor*s  estate.    This  is,  in   my  opinion,  the  case  as  it  ^i 

originally  stood,  and  the  original  loan  of  the  money  »« 

does  not,  therefore,  give  the  banking  company  any  lien  j^^ 
on  any  part  of  the  assets  of  the  testatrix. 

I  now  come  to  the  deed  of  assignment  of  the  16th  of  ^^^r 

January,  1852,  between  Mr.  Lister  and  the  two  directors  ^r-*n» 

of  the  bank,  which  is,  in  form,  an  assignment  of  the        ^«-n 
three  debts  due  from  FUtcher  and  of  the  ship,  to  secure      ^^^  _ 
a  sum  of  1,620/.,  then  for  the  first  time  advanced  by     ^^^ 
the  banking   company.     From  what  I  have   already  ^.^j[y 
stated,  it  follows,  that  if  this  had  been  the  real  transac — ^^.joac- 
tion,  it  might  have  constituted  a  good  assignment  o^^^      ^  q{ 
the  property  therein  mentioned  to  secure  that  advance.  ^•>^3ce. 
But  the  real  transaction  is  not  expressed  on  the  fiice  ofo    ^k  of 
the  deed;  no  money  was  then  advanced  by  the  bank    ^m:mvk\ 
it  was,  in  truth,  only  an  attempt  to  secure  the  sniocx^jcvesam 
already  advanced  upon  no  security  at  all,  and  by  tha.JS^^'.Ahat 
means,  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  whole  transactioaoi.S'^tioo 
and  of  all  matters  relating  to  it,  to  obtain  a  priority  ove^^^^csover 
the  prior  mortgage  of  the  testatrix  on  this  ship.    In  mi^xM      my 
opinion,  neither  the  testatrix's  mortgage  nor  the  intg»^^c»^te- 
rests  of  the  residuary  legatees  are  afi'ected  by  this  deec»J>J^ged. 
It  leaves  the  matter  exactly  as  it  stood  before  it  wa^^^M^  was 
executed.    The  deeds  and  their  recitals  disclose  fully  %^m    "V>" 
matters  relative  to  the  mortgage  to  the  testatrix,  anc^-^  ao(/ 
the  subsequent  advances  of  money  by  Mr.  Lister,  anrs-^^s/N/ 
if  these  prior  transactions  did   not  give  the  bankirvf  -^ii^ 
company  a  charge  on  the  testatrix's  assets,  or  on  HxS^-^  i 

mortgaged  ship,  as  a  part  of  them,  this  deed  did  nc^     ^  / 
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in  my  •pinion^  mend  their  position  in  this  respect.     In        1855. 
/act,  on  this  part  of  the  case,  I  consider  it  as  coming 
livithin  the  principle  of  the  decision  of  Lord  Brougham 
ill  the  case  of  Wibon  v.  Moore  {a). 

It  is  also  to  be  observed,  that  this  case  is  free  from 
axiy  question  respecting  the  lien  of  the  ship  builders, 
l>eoa.u8e  no  assignment  of  that  h'en  was  attempted  to 
l>«  taken,  if  it  could  have  been ;  but  that  lien,  whatever 
"^as  the  value  of  it,  disappeared,  as  soon  as  Ijhe  money 
^^^^18  paid  to  them  and  the  vessel  was  registered  under 
^he  Registry  Act. 

The  short  result  of  my  opinion  is,  that  Mr.  Lister 

'^'^^.s*    not  justified   in  making   the  original  advance  to 

-^^^tcker  out  of  any  assets  of  the  testatrix ;  and  that 

^^^oh  advance  being  made  by  him,  as  agent  of  the  bank, 

"^^''ith  a  full  knowledge  of  the  testatrix's  mortgage,  it  did 

*^^>t  affect  that  mortgage,  or  give  the  bank  any  priority 

^^'^''er  it;  and  that,  although  it  may  have  given  the  bank- 

^'^S  company  a  charge  on  the  vessel,  it  did  not  displace 

"^^^    prior  charge  of  the  testatrix;  and,  consequently, 

^^^t   the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  vessel  are  to  be 

^'Ppliedi  in  the  first  instance,  in  payment  of  what  is  due 

^^^  that  charge,  and  after  payment  of  that  amount,  of 

^^'^at  is  due  to  the  banking  company.    As,  however,  the 

^"ip  has  not  produced  sufficient  for  the  first  purpose, 

Hm  of  opinion  that  the  banking  company  must  pay 

*^^  1,140/.  into  Court,  to  the  credit  of  the  cause,  to  be 

^^Oiinistered  as  part  of  the  assets  of  the  testatrix. 

I  8ball  make  the  usual  decree  to  account  against  Mr. 

***er,  but  in  taking  that  account,  no  allowance  is  to  be 

^^^c  to  him  in  respect  of  the  two  sums  of  300/.  and 

1,300/., 
(a)  1  Myl  is  Keen,  337. 
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C0LLIN8ON 

v. 
Lister. 


i,300/.y  obtained  by  him  from  the  moneys  of  the^ban 
ing  company^  and  I  shall  declare,  that  the  testatri: 
estate  is  not  liable  to  repay  those  sums  or  any  pf 
thereof.  I  shall  stay  all  further  proceedings  in  the  si 
against  the  Defendants,  who  represent  the  banki 
company.  But  as  the  suit  has,  in  my  opinion,  up 
this  point,  been  occasioned  by  the  contention  of  I 
banking  company  and  of  the  Defendant  Lister,  whi 
I  am  of  opinion  cannot  be  sustained,  they  must  pay  ^ 
costs  up  to  and  including  the  hearing ;  the  future 
will  be  dealt  with  as  in  an  ordinary  administratis 
suit. 


a 

ii^Tt 
it 

e 

Tto 

tB 


Reserve  further  consideration. 


Note. — Affirmed  on  appeal  by  the  Lords  Justices  on  the  3 
December,  1855,  who,  in  addition,  charged  the  Bank  with  intereit 
4  per  cent. 


In  re  The  TIVERTON  MARKET  ACT. 
Ec  parte  TANNER. 

rpHE  testator  devised  some  freehold  property  to  hi:  ^ 
-^    wife  durante  viduitate,  with  remainder  to  his  soiT^  ^ 
Henry  Harder,  for  life ;  and  from  and  after  his  decease 
unto  the  child  and  children  of  his  body  lawfully  to 
begotten,  and  to  the  heirs  of  their  respective  bodies  la^ 
fully  issuing.     He  then  proceeded  as  follows  : — "  Ai 
in  default  of  such  issue,  then  I  give  and  devise  t1 
said  dwelling-houses,  gardens  and  premises  unto  San 


March  29. 
April  16. 

Under  a  de- 
vise to  the 
children  oi  A. 
and  to  the 
heirs  of  their 
respective 
hoaies,  the 
children  take 
as  joint  te- 
nants for  their 
lives,  with 
several  inhe- 
ritances in  tail, 
but  under  a 
devise  to  them 

and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies  respectively,  they  take  as  tenants  in  common  in  ta3.        ^^ 

A  devise  to  A,  and  B,  and  their  "  respective  heirs,"  gives  to  them  a  joint  Xksdkcm^^^ 
for  life  with  several  inheritances  in  fee. 
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JtfawJkr^  my  daughter,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her 
i^a.t.ural  life,  and  from  and  after  her  decease,  then  I 
devise  the  said  dwelling-houses  and  premises  unto  the 
^^^iid  and  children  of  her  body  lawfully  to  be  begotten, 
^xwm,€M  to  the  heirs  of  their  respective  bodies  lawfully 
issuing." 

1*Iie  testator  died  in  1776  and  his  widow  in  1795. 
'X'h^  testator's  daughter  married  Tanner,  and  had  six 
<2liilciren ;  she  died  in  1840,  and  in  1844  Henry  Harder 
died  without  having  had  issue,  at  which  time  some  of 
^h^    children  of  the  testator's  daughter  were  dead. 

*X*lie  property  was  compulsorily  taken  under  the 
-2^^«^«rton  Market  Act  (6  Geo,  4)  {a)  for  the  purpose  of 
^"^  met,  and  the  purchase-money  was  paid  into  Court, 
^•*^cl  invested  in  416/.  1«.  consols.  A  disentailing  deed 
"^•"^ing  been  executed,  a  petition  was  presented  by 
^^^^acic  of  the  children  to  obtain  payment  out  of  Court 
^^*  ^lie  fund,  and  a  question  arose  as  to  the  estates  taken 
^y    "t-lie  children  under  the  above  devise. 

^^ilr.  jR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Karslake,  in  support  of  the 

l^^ti-tion,  contended  that  the  word  "  respective,"  attached 

^^    tlie  gift  to  the  heirs  of  the  bodies  of  the  children,  had 

^^^   effect  of  severing  the  respective  shares  of  the  chil- 

''^H,  and  of  creating  a  gift  to  a  class  of  children  as 

^*^^nts  in  common  in  tail. 

^^T.  Berkeley,  for  the   Tiverton  Market  Company, 
^^Vl^I  for  his  costs  out  of  the  fund.     [The  Master  of 
'^  HoLLS.     No;  it  is  for  their  benefit  that  there  should 
'^^   xio  investment.] 

^Mr.  Selwyn,  for  one  of  the  children.    The  children 
^^«  as  joint  tenants  for  their  lives  and  the  life  of  the 

survivor, 
(a)  Chapter  czxzix. 


1856. 

In  re 

The 

Tiverton 

Market  Act. 

Ex  par  U 

Tanner. 
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In  re 

The 

Tiverton 

Market  Act 

Ex  parte 

Tanner. 


survivor,  with  separate  inheritances  in  tail,  for  a  gift  to 
several  (who  cannot  intermarry),  and  the  heirs  of  their 
bodies,  is  a  joint  tenancy  for  life,  and  several  inherit- 
ances in  tail;  Forrest  v.  Whiteway(a);  EdwitrdM  v. 
Champion  (Jb);  Co.  Lite,  (c);  2  Jarm.  Wills  (d).  The 
word  '*  respective"  applies  only  to  the  heirs,  and  not 
to  the  children,  and  the  recent  case  of  Doe  d.  Little- 
wood  {e)  is  an  authority  exactly  in  point. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  in  reply,  contended  that  the  autho- 
rities could  not  be  applied  to  a  case  like  this,  where  there 
was  an  evident  intention  to  sever  the  shares,  and  that 
the  intention  to  sever  was  the  same,  whether  annexed  to 
the  words  of  inheritance  or  to  the  original  gift  That 
the  object  and  effect  was  the  same^  whether  the  words 
of  severance  were  at  the  beginning  or  at  the  end  of  the 
clause,  and  that  this  devise  was  the  same  as  if  the  gift 
had  been  **  to  the  children  respectively,  and  to  the  re- 
spective heirs  of  their  bodies." 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment 


^">.ff^ 


April  15.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  ^ 

I  am  of  opinion  that  these  words  create  a  joint  tenancy^^  ^ 
for  life,  with  several  inheritances  in  tail.  It  is  not  dis — ^ 
puted  that  ^'if  lands  be  given  to  two  men,  and  to  the  heira^s:'^ 
of  their  two  bodies  begotten,  in  this  case  the  donees  haves^^ 
a  joint  estate  for  the  term  of  their  two  lives,  and  yet  they^^- 
have  several  inheritances  in  tail"  (/).  But  it  is  contended^.  ^ 
that  in  the  present  case,  the  word  '*  respective**  create^^*^ 
a  tenancy  in  common  in  tail,  and  that  the  expression 
applies  not  only  to  the  inheritance,  but  to  the  whole 

eatat 


(a)  3  Exch.  367. 

(6)  I  DeG.^  Sm.  77. 

(0  Page  184a. 


{d)  Paget  158—206  (2Dd  ( 

(e)  4  ideet.  if  WeU.  229. 

(/)  LittUton't  Temm,  t.  2 


»-9ed 

l^le 
te 

V 
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it:£ft.te  of  the  children.  I  think,  however,  that  the  word 
**  r^-spective"  expresses  only  that  which  the  law  would 
inn  ply  without  it.  IF  lands  were  given  to  a  man  and 
^iv^oisQan,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  this  would  be  an 
^st:£ft.te  in  special  tail  (a),  and  the  word  ''  respective/'  if 
i  1:1 1: reduced  before  the  word  "heirs/'  would  have  the 
efiec:t  of  making  the  man  and  woman  joint  tenants  for 
life.  It  would  be  the  same  as  if  the  gift  were  to  a  man 
CI  i:^d  woman  who  could  not  marry,  and  the  heirs  of  their 
Ixxl  ies.  So  if  an  estate  were  devised  to  two  and  their 
beis-s,  they  would  be  joint  tenants  in  fee  simple,  and  if 
Kio^  severed  the  survivor  would  take  the  whole;  but  if 
^li^  words  '•  respective  heirs "  were  introduced,  and  it 
'^''^e^r'c  a  devise  to -4.  and  B.  and  to  their  respective  heirs, 
I  sliould  be  of  opinion  that  they  were  joint  tenants  for 
l^f^^  with  several  inheritances  in  fee  (&).  I  think  I  must 
S^^V'^  the  same  effect  to  these  words  as  I  should  in  the 
uggested,  and  I  must  confine  the  application  of 
word  "respective"  to  the  inheritance  given  after 
estate  to  the  children.  If  the  devise  had  been  "  to 
children  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  respectively," 
blould  have  held  them  tenants  in  common  in  tail. 


t 


1865. 

In  re 

The 

Tiverton 

Market  Act 

Ex  parte 

Tamnbr. 


^^^e  the  expression  "respective"  is  limited  to  the 
^■^li^ritance,  and  these  are  fit  words  to  create  a  joint 
^^^^te  for  life,  with  several  estates  of  inheritance  in  tail. 
^  ^VimV.  it  would  be  impossible  to  give  any  other  con- 
^^^^Oction  to  these  words,  if  the  question  arose  upon  a 
^^^fed,  and  there  is  nothing  from  which  I  can  come  to  a 
^^Qcrent  conclusion  when  they  are  used  in  a  will.  The 
^*^ildren  were  therefore  joint  tenants  for  the  term  of 
^^^ir  lives,  with  several  inheritances  in  tail. 


<.o)  LUileion'i  Tenures,  s.  16. 
C^)  Doed, LUikwood W.Green, 


AM.^W.  229. 
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March  29. 
April  16. 

The  Court, 
under  very 
peculiar  cir- 
cumstances, 
ordered  the 
whole  income 
of  a  fund 
in  Court  be- 
longing to  a 
Jeme  covert, 
who  had  com- 
mitted adul- 
tery, to  be 
paid  to  her, 
on  terras. 


In  re  LEWIN'S  TRUST. 

f\^  a  marriage,  the  wife   had  brought  2,000/.  im 
^^    settlement,  and  the  husband  about  3,000/.,  ai 
he  had  also  bound  his  estate  for  about  5,000/.  moi 
These  funds  had  been  settled  on  the  husband  for  lifi 
With  remainder  to  the  wife  for  her  Hfe,  for  the  suppoi 
of  herself  and  children,  with  remainder  to  the  childrecB. 

The  wife  committed  adultery  with  a  foreigner,  and  the 
husband  obtained  a  divorce  a  mensa  et  thoro,  but  not  a 
vincuh  matrimonii,  in  which  case,  he  could  not  have 
interfered  with  her  enjoyment  of  her  future-acquired 
property.  The  husband  had  procured  her  to  be  im- 
prisoned in  Paris  in  the  common  gaol,  and  refused  her 
any  support,  except  on  humiliating  terms. 

The  husband's  income  was  1,500/.  per  year,  bat  the 
wife  had  none,  and  she  continued  to  live  with  the  adul- 
terer, by  whom  she  was  supported.  She  became  entitled 
to  1,323/.  6s.  Id.  three  per  cent,  reduced,  which  had  been 
paid  into  Court  by  the  trustees  of  a  will. 

The  husband  now  presented  a  petition  for  payment  of 
the  1,323/.  6s.  Id. 

The  wife  presented  a  cross-petition,  claiming  an  equity 
to  a  settlement  out  of  that  fund. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Goldsmid,  for  the  husband. 
Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Shapter,  for  the  wife. 


In  re 
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Tlie  following  cases  were  cited,  Barrow  v.  Barrow  (a) ; 
^Zft^oore  V.  Moore  (6) ;  Ball  v.  Montgomery  (c) ;   Carr  v. 
,-£Ja^tabroohe  (d) ;  Bullock  v.  ilfen^ri^^  (e) ;    Greedy  v.       Lbwih's 
J:.a»€Jirf<?r(/);    /n  re  ^nne    IFa/Aer  (5^)  ;    Co*/er  v.        Trust. 
CJo^^er  (A) ;  J?a//  v.  ComUs  (t). 

2^6  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered,  that,  upon  the 
^^w'ifis  undertaking  to  reside  in  England  and  to  have 
^K^o  further  communication  with  the  adulterer,  who  was 
abroad,  100/.  and  her  costs  should  be  paid  out  of  the 
^  9323/.  65.  Id.  reduced,  and  that  the  residue  should  be 
^^^-«Tied  to  a  separate  account  and  the  income  paid  to 
"^■^  for  life,  subject  to  further  order,  with  liberty  to  apply 
^^  '^o  capital.  But  he  directed  the  order  not  to  be  drawn 
^p9  in  order  to  see  whether  the  husband  would  make  a 
"^^^t-cr  arrangement 


CDn  the  16th  of  ilpri/,  1855,  it  was  ordered,  by  ar-  ApnlX^. 
*'^-*^gement,  that  the  husband  should  pay  her  100/.  a 
^^^^T,  and  100/.  down,  to  discharge  some  of  her  pressing 
^^l>ts  and  to  enable  her  to  pay  for  a  small  outfit :— that 
^'1  costs  should  be  raised  out  of  the  1,323/.  &.  7rf., 
^'^cl  that  the  dividends  of  residue  should  accumulate 
^*^ci  be  added  to  the  capital  for  the  children,  subject  to 
*^*-tJier  order. 

C«)  18  Bear.  535.  (/)  13  Btow.  62. 

C  &)  1  Aik,  272.  (g)  U.6fG.  temp.  Sugd.  299. 

<«r)  2  Ve$.jttn.  191.  (A)  9  Sim.  604. 

C<* )  4  Vet.  146.  (i)   1  Vet.  if  B.  304. 
C«)  4  r«.  798. 
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1856. 


YONGE  V.  FURSE. 

April  18. 

A.  B.  pur-  TN  1848,  the  testator,  John  H.  Furse,  purchased  "  the 

estate  in  con-  Beaford  estate"  from  Wheeler ^  in  consideration  of  a 

sideration  of  life  annuity  of  600/.     By  the  conveyance,  after  reciting 

It  was  there-  ^^^^  ^^^  annuity  was  to  be  secured  by  the  covenant  of  the 

upon  chained    testator  and  a  charge,  Wheeler  conveyed  the  estate  to 

upon  the 

purchased  and  Furse  and  his  heirs,  to  the  use  and  intent  that  trustees 

Ste^wf ^^^  should  receive  thereout  a  rent-charge  of  600/.  a  year, 

A  B.  cove-       during  the  vendor's  hfe,  in  trust  for  the  vendors,  with 

payit.    On      powers  of  distress  and  entry,  &c.,  and  subject  thereto, 

A,  B/f  death,    to  the  use  of  Fwse  absolutely.     Mr.  Furse  covenanted 
Held,  that  his    ^  ,      ,./.  ii  •     i      .  r  *i 

persona]  estate  ^  P&y  the  life  annuity,  and  by  an  indenture  of  even  date, 

was  the  pri-  jjg  ^\^q  charged  an  estate  of  his  own,  called  Heartland^ 
mary  fund  for  ^  '  ' 

payment  of  the  with  payment  of  it. 
annuity. 

The  testator  died  in  August^  1864,  intestate  as  to  his 
real  and  as  to  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate,  and 
the  question  now  arose,  between  his  heirs  and  next  of 
kin,  which  was  the  primary  fund  for  the  payment  of 
this  annuity.  His  co-heirs  contended,  that  it  was  pay- 
able out  of  the  personal  estate,  and  the  next  of  kin  in- 
sisted, that  it  was  charged  primarily  on  the  Beaford  and 
Hartland  estates. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Surrage^  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
The  annuity  is  payable  out  of  the  personal  estate.  The 
deed  of  conveyance  recites,  that  the  annuity  was  to  be 
secured  by  the  covenant  of  the  testator  and  by  a  chaise. 
The  covenant,  being  mentioned  first,  shews  that  it  was 
the  first  security,  and  the  word  ''  secured"  points  to  the 
personal  obligation  alone. 
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:»Ir.  FolleU  and  Mr.  C.  C.  Barber,  for  the  other  co-  1866. 
Ii^la-.  The  security  for  payment  of  the  annuity  is  three- 
fo IcJ :  first,  the  covenant  by  the  testator  to  pay ;  secondly, 
t.b^  charge  on  the  purchased  estate;  and  thirdly,  the 
cLi.a.]ge  on  the  auxiliary  estate.  Now  the  contract  is 
f^w^saiafade  a  personal  contract,  and  the  covenant  to  pay 
i»  sibsolute,  the  primary  fund,  therefore,  for  payment 
ii»  ^he  personal  estate,  as  in  the  case  of  a  mortgage ; 
Jiaw-ham  v.  Earl  of  Thanet  (a)  ;   Waring  v.  Ward  (6). 

Air.  Bagshawe  and  Mr.  Bagshawe/^un.^  for  some  of 

••l^e  next  of  kin.    The  Beaford  and  Hartland  estates  are 

Pncnarily  liable  to  the  payment  of  the  annuity.    It  is  true, 

^h3.t  in  the  recital  of  the  contract  in  the  deed  of  convey- 

^^*o«,  the  covenant  is  mentioned  first,  but  then  the  convey- 

^i^ce    is  to  the  use  that  the  trustees  shall  receive  and 

^^Ice  600/.  a  year  out  of  the  estate,  and  hold  the  same 

^^*^    trust  for  the  vendors.     An  agreement  of  this  kind 

^*^ titles  a  vendor  of  the  land,  not  only  to  the  security  of 

*-««  charge,  but  to  the  covenant  of  the  purchaser  for  the 

I>«.yment  of  the  annuity;  Bower  v.  Cooper {c);  but  the 

^^bstantial  contract  was,  that  a  rent-charge  should  be 

8*«*tited  out  of  the  estate,  and  that  the  vendor  should  thus 

^^^^in  a  part  of  the  estate.  The  personal  covenant  was  in- 

^^ided  only  to  come  in  aid  of  and  as  a  security  for  the  rent- 

^•i^rge.     But  it  is  said,  that  the  contract  is  personal, 

**^  the  case  of  a  mortgage  is  referred  to,  in  which  the 

^■^ey,  though  charged  on  the  land,  is  payable  out  of 

^  personal  eststte,  except  where  the  late  act,  in  certain 

^^s,  makes  it  primarily  a  charge  on  the  land.    This 

^^    is  not,  however,  similar  to  that  of  a  mortgage, 

*^  not  one  where  a  mortgagor  raises  money  for  his  own 

*^     "Eposes  and  secures  its  repayment  by  a  mortgage,  in 

^^<^h  case  the  estate  is  merely  pledged  for  the  debt 

*^^ch  18  to  be  paid  out  of  the  personal  estate.     Here 

there 

S2>    3  MyL  *  K.  607.  (r)  2  Hare,  408. 

^*>    7  Kei.  332,  336. 


the 

it; 


There  are   three  classes  of  cases,  first,  where  tif -^ 
money  secured  is  the  debt  of  the  party  securing  iri 
secondly,  where  it  is  not,  but  arises  from  some  arrang^^  ^^P' 
roent,  by  which  he  has  agreed  to  secure  it;  and  thirdf  t-^^y^ 
where,  properly  speaking,  there  is  no  debt  at  all,  bur^^-^"^* 
sum  is  to  be  paid  or  raised  under  the  provisions  o^  ^/ a 

settleme-^^^-"^/ 

(a)  6  Stiff.  398.  (r)  3  Macn,  if  G.  635. 

(6)  Sugd.  Cone.  View,  137.  (d)  Page  480  (3rd  adit) 
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1855.       there  is  no  debt  but  a  legal  rent-charge.    Whecm      a 
mortgage  is  given  as  a  security  for  raising  a  san^      ^>f 
money  for  a  special  purpose,  and  not  to  secure  a  deb^    <^r 
the  mortgagor,  even  though  the  mortgagor  covenQ.K:^(3 
to  pay  the  money,  it  is  not  primarily  payable  oa^     of 
the  personal  estate.    The  covenant  is  '^  merely  a  m^^^^r 
of  form  and  only  auxiliary."     In  Graves  v.  Hicks  C^»), 
a  father  agreed  to  secure  a  marriage  portion  for     \x\s 
daughter,  and  mortgaged  land  for  that  purpose,  and    he 
covenanted  to  pay  the  money ;  it  was  held,  that     't.he 
mortgaged  land  was  not  to  be  exonerated  out  oF    Che 
personal  estate.     This  is  a  legal  rent-charge  payeal>Ie 
out  of  the  estate,  and  the  personal  covenant  is  mcM-ely  |   Jk 

thrown  in  as  an  additional  security,  it  being  the  infc^Q' 
tion,  that  the  real  estate  should  bear  the  burden ;  .Jf^^ 
V.  Cloburyijb).     In  Hichling  v.  Boyer{c\  a  testa  -^^* 
having  bequeathed  leasehold  property,  which  was  \^^^ 
subject  to  a  covenant  to  repair,  it  was  held,  on  gcn^^^    , 
principles,  that  the  legatee  must  take  it  cum  onere,  f^^   .  i^ 
subject  to  the  dilapidations  existing  at  the  testatrL  ^ 
death ;  Coote  on  Mortgages  {d  )  was  cited. 

{be 
Mr.  Jessel  (in  the  absence  of  Mr.  Roupell),  for  tl^        ^g, 
testator's  widow.    This  is  a  case  of  a  simple  rent-char^^         a^^ 
No  authority  can  be  produced  for  the  position,  that  tU^  ^ 

personal  estate  is  the  primary  fund  to  pay  a  legal  ren^^         i 
charge,  and  it  is  contrary  to  every  principle  to  be  d»  f^ 
rived  from  the  decided  cases. 
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se^€leiDeiity  or  the   like,  and  in  order  to  raise  it,  the        1855. 
o^jDcr  of  the  estate,  besides  creating  the  charge,   has 
en  ^cred  into  a  covenant  to  pay  it.     According  to  the  de- 
ci^ionsythe  personal  estate  is  primarily  liable,  in  the  first 
ocLisc,  but  not  in  the  latter.     Where  the  estate  is  the 
orx|ginaI  and  the  covenant  only  an  additional  and  auxiliary 
se^iirity,  there,  as  between  legal  and  personal  repre- 
ss vmlatives,  the  first  must  be  exhausted  before  recourse 
c«i»  VK  be  had  to  the  second. 

3Mr.  Lhyd  and  Mr.  Henry  Stevens,  for  trustees. 

^Ae  Mastsb  of  the  Rolls. 

IL  cannot  distinguish  this  from  the  ordinary  case  of 
tli^  purchase-money  for  an  estate  being  allowed  to  re- 
vxia.in  a  charge  upon  it    The  case  is  not  embarrassed 
\>y    the  person  who  advances  the  money  or  allows  it  to 
reniain  being  also  the  vendor,  for  if  a  third  party  had 
advanced  the  money  to  purchase  an  estate,  and  in  con- 
sideration of  the  advance  the  purchaser  had  given  him  a 
*^<&t*charge  on  the  estate  and  had  covenanted  to  pay  the 
annuity,!  should)  have  had  no  hesitation  in  coming  to  the 
^^ndusion,  that  this  would  be  a  debt  of  the  purchaser, 
P^y&ble  primarily  out  of  his  personal  estate.     Here  a 
oebt  vas  contracted  by  the   purchaser  to  the  vendor ; 
^'  the  purpose  of  securing  it,  he  gave  a  charge  on  the 
^*^tate  and  a  personal  covenant  to  pay  it,  which  bound 
^^  personal  estate.     It  can  make  no  difference  whether 
^  purchase-money  was  to  be  paid  in  a  gross  sura,  or 
*^*>J  time  to  time,  by  way  of  an  annuity  for  life ;  it  is 
f^^Mly  a  debt  and  charge  upon  the  personal  estate,  and 
**  either  case  the  personal  estate  is  the  primary  fund  to 

p^yit. 
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HARRIS  V.  The  NORTH  DEVON  RAILWAY^ 
COMPANY. 

AprU  23. 

Directors  had    mHE  Defendants,  The  North  Devon  Railway  ui^^^^^ 
power,  on  non-     I      •^     ,    ^  .  ,  ,  -  ^;^T- 

pavmentof  Dock  Company,  were  incorporated  by  acts  of  pa^-^*^ 

calU,  to  sue  for  Hament,  and,  by  the  68th  section  of  the  first  of  tbos..^^^^*® 
them  or  forfeit  •  ,  -••       lo 

and  sell  the       acts,  the  directors  of  the  company  were  empowered  im^ 

propped  to  a    ^^^^  ^^"^  ^^  shares,  and  it  was  thereby  enacted,  tha  -^^^^ 

shareholder  to  if  any  owner  of  shares  should  neglect  or  refuse  to  pajt  ^^  ^^^ 

horn  further      ^^^  ^^^'^  thereon,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  companj^  ^^  -*"y 

liability,  on  his  to  sue  for  and  recover  the  same,  or  to  declare  the  share*  ^'^'^ 

an  absolute       forfeited,  and  to  order  them  to  be  sold ;  provided  thar  -»*  ^*^ 

^*^'^**|"!^.  ^®  no  advantage  should  be  taken  of  any  forfeiture  without  km  <^^t 

the  Directors,    giving  notice  to  the  shareholder  in  writing,  and  observ  ^^^  "■'''• 

wanllfdis-  ^     ^°S  ^^^  other  formalities  therein  mentioned.     In  another-^  ^^^ 

covered  that     of  the  acts,  passed  in   1847,  the  Companies  Clauser^^*^* 

circumsta^^  Consolidation  Act  was  incorporated.    The  Plaintiff  wa  -^^  '^-* 

refused  to  com-  ^t  first  a  registered  proprietor  of  160  shares,  but  thes*^ 

Court  declined  were  subsequently  reduced  to  60,  on  which  there  bein^ 

Di^on  wpe-   ^"'"^^^'^  ^f  calls,  amounting  to  400/.,  unpaid,  a  cor 

cificallv  to  per-  spondence    relative  thereto    took    place  between  th . 

tract.  "    Plaintiff  and  the  solicitors  of  the  company,  which  rcfc^ 

The  discre-    suited  in  a  letter  from  the  solicitors  to  the   Plainti6^^  -.^•" 

tlOnofDl-  iftinr  »  1c^^A  1  •  ■  1  >      —^^ 

rectors  to  for-    dated  8th  JVovemoer,  1854,  and  written  by  the  verln^^^ 

feit  shares  for    ^^j^^  ^f  ^j^^  j^^^^j  of  directors,  stating  that  the  directoi^  -^B=>n 
nonpayment  ^  '  ®    ^  -^ff 

of  calls  is  a       had  come  to  the  determination  of  allowing  the  PlaintiF^^        '^ 

Iroiwd^fiTthe'  'f  ^^  pleased,  to  forfeit  his  shares;  that,  in  default  ^^  ^^ 

benefit  of  all     their  receiving  the  arrears,  they  could  of  course  forfi  "^'^ 

holders.  ^^^  shares  without  his  consent;  but  iti  that  case  L      ^"-  ^^ 

would  be  entitled,  at  any  time  before  the  shares  we  "^^ 

actually  sold,  to  redeem  them  on  payment  of  arrea^^^^"^ 

&c. ;  that  the  directors  meant,  if  he  wished  a  forfeitui^  "^r 

to  require  him  to  renounce  the  right  of  redemptic^^^/ 

a«i^ 


Harris 

V. 
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air^d  to  consent  to  final  and  complete  forfeiture  and 
sixr-xender;  that  he  would  then  be  relieved  from  further 
lia.  bility ;  and  that  if  he  assented  to  the  proposition,  he 
^^«^^  to  sign  a  form  of  consent  to  abandon  the  shares.         The 
To     this  the  Plaintiff,  by  letter  dated  the  13th  of  the     *^"aUwa7^" 
»a.i3ae  month  of  November ^  replied,  that  he  would  be      Company. 
bs^I>py  to  have  the  shares  forfeited  on  the  terms  pro- 
posed. 


CDn  the  24th  of  the  same  month,  however,  the  solicitor 
'^T'ote  to  the  Plaintiff  a  letter,  stating  that,  on  recon- 
sideration of  the  case,  the  board  were  not  prepared  to 
**^^lKe  a  forfeiture  of  his  shares,  and  in  January  following 
^he  Defendants  brought  an  action  against  the  Plaintiff 
'oi-  the  recovery  of  the  arrears.  The  Plaintiff  then 
^''^cJ  his  bill  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  agree- 
**^^»at.  A  motion,  now  made  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff, 
*^''  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  action,  was  turned  into 
'^   <^otioQ  for  a  decree. 

Prom  the  evidence  it  appeared,  that  the  directors  had 

'^^^de  the  offer  of  forfeiture,  in  the  belief  of  the  Plaintiff's 

^^^Ot  of  means  to  pay  the  arrears ;  but  before  the  final 

^^^Oapletion  of  the  forfeiture  and  surrender,  they  dis- 

^^'^ered,  that  on  the  9th  of  November^  the  Plaintiff  had 

allowed  himself  to  be  nominated  for  the  ofiice  of  Mayor 

^^^  Sarnitaple^  and  though  unsuccessful,  he  was  after- 

^^^rds,  on  the  26th  of  December,  1854,  elected  Mayor, 

*^^  office  having  become  vacant  by  death.    On  that  oc- 

^^^ioo,  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  Municipal 

^^"^i^wration  Act,  he  made  a  declaration,  that  he  was 

^^^Bed  or  possessed  of  real  and  personal  estate  to  the 

^^^^oant  of  600/.    The  Defendants  thereupon  insisted  on 

'^^yment  of  the  arrears,  and  refused  to  carry  into  eflect 

^^  alleged  agreement  to  forfeit. 

Vol.  XX.  c  c  Mr. 
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1856.  Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Waller,  for  the  motioki,  con-  ^ 

tended  that  the  agreement  contained  in  the  letters  of  *^^ 

the  8th  and  13th  of  November,  1854,  constituted  a  bind-  ^^j 

ing  agreement  on  the  Defendants  to  declare  the  fifty  .^^ 

shares  forfeited,  and  to  release  the  Plaintiff  from  all  j-.^ 

'  further  liability,  and  consequently  that  it  was  inequit- 
able to  sue  him  at  law  for  the  arrears.  That  the  con- 
tract satisfied  the  l3th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  ^^^ 
(29  Car.  2,  c.  3);.  for  it  was  in  writing,  and  if  made  ^,C>dc 
between  private  persons,  was  binding  and  capable  of^<^  ^f 
being  enforced,  and  therefore  though  not  signed  by  ai^  -^  ^ 
committee  or  by  two  directors,  as  provided  by  the  QTth-f"^  ^vth 
section  of  the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Ac^^>.^B\ct 
(8  Vict  c.  16),  but  only  by  their  agent,  it  might  hm^^df  be 
enforced.  They  cited  The  Mines  Royal  Society  y%^  y. 
Magnay  (a). 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  C.  M.  Eoupell,  for  the  Defendantft.:^^^. 

The  declaration  of  forfeiture,  even  if  properly  made  witiS-  Mith 

notice  in  writing,  is  not,  until  confirmation  at  a  genei  ■     mi  ilV 

or  special  general  meeting  of  the  company,  any  defence  m^^^ 

to  an  action  for  calls ;  London  and  Brighton  Railwi^H&^Bk) 

Company  v.  Fairclough  (b),  and  forfeiture  is  not  a  subs*'  -^-  ^V- 

tutional  but  a  cumulative  remedy ;  Great  Northern  RaE       - "— i^- 

way  Company  v.  Kennedy  (c) ;  an  injunction  therefo— »  ^^re 

cannot  be  granted.  The  alleged  contract  is  not  confor 

able  with  the  requisites  of  the  97th  section  of  the  Coc 

panics  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  (8  Vict  c.  16);  aff7^  ^nd 

even  if  it  were  so,  it  is  not  an  agreement  of  which  specifics  ^'c 

performance  can  be  enforced,  for  the  directors  had  no  ^^^^^ 

power,  under  the  circumstances,  to  enter  into  it,  or  to  re-       ^ 

lease  any  shareholders  from  payment  of  calls  upon  their 

shares  or  from  the  obligations  of  ownership.    The  duty 

of 

(a)  24  L.  J.  (Exch,)  7.  (c)  6  Railm.  Cot.  5 ;  4  Exck. 

(6)  3  Scott,  N.  R.  68 ;  2  Man.      417. 
^  Cr.  674;  2  Railw.  Cos,  544. 


Harris 
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of  the  directors  is  to  sue  for  and  get  in  the  calls  upon        1866. 
the  shares,  but  not  to  arrange  with  proprietors  to  release 
them  from  obligations  in  which  the  other  shareholders 
Are    interested.    There  is  nothing  to  take  this  case  out         '^^^ 
of  tbe  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  a  Court  of  Common  Law,       Railway 
»iid    bring  it  into  equity.     It  is  a  contract  to  acquire      Company. 
shiires  of  a  shareholder  for  a  particular  consideration,  or 
^o    buy  the  shares  at  a  particular  price,  the  directors 
^^d  no  power  so  to  contract.     It  would  be  illegal  and 
litigatory  if  they  purchased  them  direct,  and  even  if 
*-hey  were  surrendered,  the  shareholder  would  not  be 
*"^lieved,  for  the  transaction  would  be  ultra  vires,  unless 
effected  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  act. 

Itfr.  R.  Palmer,  in  reply,  insisted  that  the  mere 
^^crlaration  of  forfeiture  was  sufficient,  and  would  ope- 
^***«  as  such,  and  it  was  only  for  the  benefit  of  the 
^^^reholder  that  it  was  confirmed  by  a  general  meeting. 
**«  referred  to  Tbe  Edinburgh,  Leiih  and  Newhaven 
"^^^ilway  Company  v.  Hebblewhite(a),  The  Birmingham, 
'^^''^iol  and    Thames  Junction  Railway  Company  v. 

^Tke  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  forfeiture  of  shares  in  this 

^^Be  is  not  a  proper  subject  of  contract,  but  a  power 

^*^d  discretion  in  the  directors,  who  are  trustees  for  the 

^^^^efit  of  all  the  shareholders,  which  is  to  be  exercised 

*^*'  the  benefit  of  all  the  shareholders  in  the  company ; 

^**d  it  is  the  duty  of  the  directors  to  direct  a  forfeiture 

^'^neu  it  is  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  shareholders,  and 

^^  **efrain  from  doing  so  when  it  is  not  for  their  benefit. 

-^-hey  are  in  so  doing  to  make  use  of  all  the  information 

attainable 

>.(«)  2    RaUw,    Cos.   237;    6  lb)  1  Q.  R.  Rep.  2j$6. 

^^^^Weit.  707. 

cc2 
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attainable  up  to  the   time  when  the  forfeiture   takes 
place,  to  guide  them  in  determining  whether  or  not  it  is 
Harrii       f^^  ^j^g  benefit  of  the  company.   The  Plaintiff  must  be 

The         taken  to  have  been  aware  that  this  was  the  duty  of  the 
North  Devon    ,. 

Railway      directors. 
Company. 

The  way  I  read  the  letter  is  this : — ^The  directors  say 
to  the  Plaintiff,  "  If  we  forfeit  these  shares,  will  you 
give  up  your  right  to  redeem  them  ?"  He  says,  "  I 
will."  They  are  entitled,  on  further  information  which 
makes  them  think  it  is  an  improper  exercise  of  their 
discretion,  to  say,  ''  We  will  not  forfeit  on  those  terms.'* 
It  is  not  an  agreement  for  valuable  consideration  ;  it  is 
a  case  in  which  trustees  consider  it  beneficial  to  modify 
their  power,  but  before  it  is  carried  into  effect  they  get 
subsequent  information,  which  shows  that  they  cannot 
properly  exercise  that  discretion  in  the  way  proposed, 
and  the  Plaintiff  cannot  compel  them  to  exercise  that 
discretion  by  a  bill  for  specific  performance  of  forfeiture 
on  those  terms. 

I  am  also  of  opinion  that  I  cannot  mix  these  two  acts 
of  parliament  together,  so  as  to  make  this  clause  68 
of  the  first  act  affected  by  the  Companies  Clauses  Con- 
solidation Act,  where  it  is  beneficial  to  the  Plaintiff,  but 
the  contrary  where  it  is  injurious  to  him.  I  am  satisfied 
that  I  must  take  one  act  or  the  other.  If  I  take  the 
first  act,  there  was  no  forfeiture  until  confirmed  by  the 
general  meeting ;  on  the  second  act,  whether  that  be  so 
or  not,  an  action  may  still  be  brought  for  the  calls  due. 

I  do  not  pursue  the  consideration  of  this  case  any 
further,  because  I  think  that  it  is  not  one  for  the  exercise^ 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 

Dismiss  the  bill  without  costs. 
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MORLAND  i;.  ISAAC. 

AprU  26. 
"TN  April  and  May,  1860,  the  Defendant,  an  army-  Atradegman 

-■-    contractor  and  outfitter,  supplied  goods  on  credit  to  JJ^his  debtor,  * 

Liieu tenant  Walker,  who  w^s  then  about  to  go  abroad.  »"  bis  own 

On    the  4th  of  June,  the  Defendant  delivered  him  a  cbarged  tbe 

signed  account,  and  on  the  10th  of  June,  the  Defendant,  ^^^^^  "^^^ 

?,___.'  tbe  premiuma, 

With  Walker^s  knowledge,  who  attended  at  the  Insur-  but  they  were 

ance  OflSce  for  that  purpose,  effected  a  policy  on  the  Jlf^t'^^On^^ 

life  of  Walker  for  500/.  in  the  Defendant's  own  name,  death  of  the 

In    the  account  deliTcred   one   of  the  items  debited  Court  held,  that 

^M  this:— "1860,  May  13,  Sum  paid  for  insurance,  1>«  "P*""®"^ 

14^  6#.  8cf."     Walker  was  debited  therein  with  twelve  titled  to  the 

njonths'  interest,  making  together  the  sum  of  169/.  P'^"''^^**'* 

*9«.  8d.,  and  he  was  credited  with  a  draft  for  169/.  payment  of 

19*.  8cf.,  payable  twelve  months  after  date.  premhimi!* 

There  if  a 

Soon  afler.  Walker  went  to  Canada.    Two  letters  tween  a  policy 

'^^^  written  to  him  there  by  the  Defendant.    The  first,  ^^^^^^  ^  . , 
As^^     ,  "^  secure  a  debt 

«^ted  26th  April,  1851,  was  as  follows :—"  Sir,  We  and  one  to 

8r>^t  to  be  under  the  necessity  of  again  addressing  ^^^^  *°  "*" 

^    ^     upon  the  subject  of  our  account,  but  we  cannot 

^^  it  to  remain  without  coming    to   some  kind  of 

^    ^^Hgement  in  the  matter ;  unless,  therefore,  some  satis- 

^^ory  settlement  is  made  immediately,  more  especially 

^■^  regard  to  yoxxv  cmerdue  acceptance,  we  shall  have  no 

,j^^^r  resource  but  to  lay  the  whole   case  before  the 

^^^^ter-General  of  the  Ordnance,  and  leave  the  matter 

Viis  adjudication."    The  second  letter,  dated  10th 

^^^^'^ember,  1861,  was  as  follows : — •*  Dear  Sir,  Many 

^^^ths  having  passed  since  you  embarked,  and  as  we 

have 
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have  made  repeated  applications  without  receiving  from 
you  an  answer,  we  apply  again  and  ask  you  to  pay  your 
dishonoured  draft,  as  also  the  sum  paid  for  your  insur- 
ance. It  is  our  intention,  should  you  fail  to  reply  to 
'this,  to  place  the  matter  in  other  hands.  With  reference 
to  your  account  this  is  considerably  overdue,"  &c. 

Walker  died  inCanada,  in  March,  1862,  without  hav- 
ing discharged  the  debt.  The  Defendant  Isaac  received 
the  500/.  on  the  policy,  and  claimed  the  whole,  on  the 
ground  that  it  had  been  effected  by  himself  and  for  hii 
own  benefit.  The  Defendant  denied  that  any  expri 
agreement  had  ever  been  made  between  him  and  Walker^ 
either  as  to  the  amount  to  be  insured  (which  was  to 
entirely  at  the  Defendant's  discretion),  or  the  ownershiicx 
of  the  policy,  or  payment  of  the  premiums ;  but  it  wi 
clearly  understood  by  the  Defendant,  and,  he  believed; 
also  by  Walker,  that  the  policy  was  the  Defendant's,  am 
with  respect  to  the  payment  of  the  premiums,  that  ilVc  *^ 
should,  in  the  first  instance,  be  made  by  the  Defendant  s^ir  *  * 
and  it  was  fully  understood,  that  the  moneys  assured  bj^^^^^-*^ 
the  policy  should  remain  the  Defendant's  own  absolute  ^^  ^ 
property.  The  Defendant's  understanding  and  inten-  '^^' 
tion  was,  as  he  alleged,  that  if  Walker  should,  in  his  ^* 

lifetime,  pay  off  the  debt  and  premiums  and  expenses 
of  insurance,  he  should  be  at  liberty  to  do  so,  and  in 
that  case,  the  Defendant  would  either  have  dropped  the 
insurance  or  transferred  the  policy  to  Walker.  He  also 
stated,  that  the  entry  in  the  account  of  the  item  of 
14/.  Qs.  8d.  for  insurance  was  a  mistake. 

Mr.  Bright,  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  i2.  Palmer,  for  the 
Plaintiff,  argued,  that  the  claim  advanced  by  the  De- 
fendant to  be  entitled  to  the  produce  of  the  policy  for 
his  own  benefit,  was  quite  inconsistent  with  the  fkcts, 

and 
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and  the  accounts  and  letters  of  the  Defendant  himself,        1855. 
in  ivhich  he  had  treated  Walker  as  liable  to  pay  the      ^^^/^^^ 
amount  of  the  premiums.    That  if  such  were  the  case,     Moriahd 
the   policy  was  a  mere  security  for  the  debt,  and  that        Ibaac. 
the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  balance  of  the  produce 
of    the  policy   after  discharging  the  debt.     Secondly, 
he  argued,  that  the  documents  evidenced  a  constructive 
trust ;  Forster  v.  Hale  (a).     He  also  referred  to  Lea  v. 
Bintan  (&),  which  he  stated  had  been  affirmed. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Haddan,  for  the  Defendant. 
^rimd  facie  a  policy  effected  by  il.  in  his  own  name, 
on  -©.'#  life,  belongs  to  A.,  and  the  mere  proof  that  some 
of  the  premiums  were  paid  by  JB.  does  not  rebut  the 
presumption ;  Triston  v.  Hardey  (c).  To  establish  an 
ownership  in  V^alker  a  contract  must  be  proved  that 
ne  Would  pay,  and  an  obligation  on  him  to  keep 
^P  the  insurance.  No  such  contract  is  proved,  and 
^^8  existence  is  positively  denied  by  the  Defendant.  It 
18  true,  that  the  premium  was  charged  in  the  account, 
out  it  was  never  paid,  and  nothing  was  done  by  Walker 
^  i^cognize  the  payment  on  his  behalf,  or  to  render 
J^imself  bound  to  keep  up  the  policy.  The  first  charge 
^^  swom  to  have  been  made  by  mistake,  and  the  other 
^^»  never  assented  to.  The  policy  was  not  effected  in 
pursuance  of  any  contract,  and,  unless  the  Plaintiff  es- 
^olishcs  some  subsequent  contract  which  proves  the 
^^Uership  to  have  been  in  Walker^  he  has  no  right  to 
^*^y  part  of  the  produce  of  the  policy  on  paying  off  the 
^^bt;  Gotlieb  v.  Cranch(d).  The  attendance  of  Walker 
^^  the  insurance  office  proves  nothing ;  it  was  a  mere  com- 
pliance with  one  of  the  requirements  necessary  to  effect 
*^y  policy.  The  Defendant  might  have  dropped  or  con- 
tinued 

<f)   8  r«.  696;  5  Vet,  308.  (c)  14  Bew.232. 

V*>    19  Beao.  324.  (d)  4^  De  G.  M.^  G.  440. 
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tinued  the  policy  at  his  pleasure,  and  the  legal  owner*^ 
ship  of  the  policy  remains  in  the  Defendant  unaffectec^^" 
by  any  trust.    They  cited  Burridge  v.  Row  (a) ;  Godsat^^ 
V.  Boldero  (ft). 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  decree.  It  has 
been  justly  observed,  during  the  ai^ument,  that  this 
matter  depends  on  the  contract  between  the  parties. 
This,  however,  may  either  be  expressed  in  writing  or  by 
parol,  or  it  may  be  inferred  from  the  acts  and  dealings 
between  the  parties,  from  which  a  contract  between 
them  may  appear. 

There  is  a  distinction  between  an  assurance  to  secure 
a  debt  and  one  to  secure  the  payment  of  an  annuity. 
In  the  case  of  an  annuity  the  grantee  is  at  liberty  to 
effect  an  insurance  or  not;  it  is  a  distinct  contract 
which  diminishes  his  profits  to  the  extent  of  the  pre- 
miums, the  amount  of  which  the  grantee  cannot  re- 
cover from  the  grantor.  Thus,  if  the  grantee  of  an 
annuity  of  100/.  a  year  pays  6/.  a  year  for  insurance, 
he  cannot  charge  it  against  the  grantor,  but  it  must 
come  out  of  his  own  pocket.  The  object  of  an  in- 
surance, in  the  case  of  an  annuity,  is  to  indemnify  the 
grantee  against  the  premature  death  of  the  grantor,  and 
in  such  a  case,  it  requires  strong  facts  to  bring  one  to 
the  conclusion,  that  it  was  incumbent  on  the  grantee 
to  keep  it  on  foot  and  to  assign  the  policy  to  the 
grantor  upon  his  redeeming  the  annuity. 

The 

(<i)  1    Younge  Sf  C.   (C.  C.)  Life  Assurance  Company,  24  L. 

183.  J.,   C.  P.,  2,  and  Law  v.  The 

(b)  9  Eastt   72,   reversed  by  London  Indisputable  Life  Policy 

Dalbt/  V.  The  India  and  London  Company,  1  Kay  if  Johnson,  223. 
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The  case  is  diflTerent  where  a  creditor  insures  the  life 
of  his  debtor.  If  the  creditor  pays  the  premium  out  of 
bis  own  pocket,  the  case  is  analogous  to  that  of  the 
sannuitant ;  but  if  he  makes  the  debtor  pay  them  the 
ise  is  perfectly  different. 


The  Plaintiff  stands  in  the  same  situation  in  which 
Walker  would  stand  if  he  were  now  alive  and  came 
-forward  and  said,  **  I  am  willing  to  pay  you  the  amount 
^f  the  bill  and  all  premiums  on  the  policy,  and  I  require 
^ou  to  assign  it  to  me."    The  case  of  the  Defendant  is, 
^faat  the  understanding  was,  that  he  should  be  at  liberty 
-to  do  so,  and  in  that  case  the  Defendant  would  either 
liave  dropped  the  insurance  or  transferred  the  policy  to 
Walker.    Now,  that  is  exactly  what  the  Plaintiff  is 
asking  in  this  case.     He  says,  ''  I  will  pay  the  total 
amount  of  the  bill  and  of  the  premiums,  and  I  ask  you 
to  transfer  the  produce  of  the  policy  to  me."    Neither 
Walker^  nor  the  Plaintiff,  would  be  entitled  to  this, 
unless  there  had  been  that  which  amounted  to  an  un- 
derstanding and  agreement  between  the  Defendant  and 
Walker^  that  Walker  should  pay  the  premiums,  for  if 
not,  the  creditor  would  have  taken  on  himself  the  risk, 
and  might  say  to  the  debtor,  '^  You  ha?e  nothing  to  do 
with  the  policy." 

What  are  the  facts  of  this  case  ?  The  Defendant  tells 
Walker  he  will  insure  his  life,  and  he  gets  him  to  attend 
at  the  insurance  office.  Walker^  therefore,  had  know- 
ledge that  the  policy  was  effected.  An  account  is  de- 
livered at  the  time,  in  which  Walker  is  charged  with 
"the  sum  paid  for  insurance."  In  November ^  1851,  a 
■  letter  is  written  by  the  Defendant  to  Walker^  requiring 
payment  **  of  your  dishonoured  draft,  as  also  the  sum 
paid  for  your  insurance."  This  evidently  refers  to  the 
second  premium  on  the  policy,  for  the  letter  proceeds, 

"  with 
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''with  reference  to  your  account,  this  is  considerably 
overdue."  It  therefore  refers  to  the  account  previously 
sent,  which  contains  the  item  for  the  first  premium.  I 
hold  it  clear,  therefore,  that  this  letter  refers  to  the 
second  premium. 

If  Walker  had  been  sued,  could  he  have  successfully 
resisted  paying  the  premiums  ?  The  answer  would  be, 
**  You  knew  the  policy  was  to  be  effected ;  you  attended 
the  office ;  the  account  was  delivered  to  you,  in  which 
the  payment  was  charged ;  you  made  no  complaint,  and 
did  not  say  you  were  not  liable  :  a  second  account  was 
sent,  and  again  you  made  no  complaint."  How,  after- 
all  this,  could  he  say  he  was  not  liable  ?  If,  then,  he ' 
bound  to  pay  the  premiums,  is  he  not  entitled  to  have  the 

produce  of  those  payments  ?    According  to  the  Defend ^ 

ant*s  contention,  if  this  matter  had  gone  on  for  twenty^^;- 
years,  and  the  Defendant  had  charged  Walker  with  alE  M  a 
the  payments,  he  might  now  refuse  to  assign  over  thc^^c: 
policy.  The  Defendant  would,  I  think,  have  had  a  ti^W^^M 
to  deduct  the  amount  of  his  bill,  and  the  amount  pai< 
for  the  insurance,  but  the  balance  would  belong 
Walker. 

The  Plaintiff  stands  exactly  in  the  same  situation  a^^ 
Walker,  This  policy  was  a  security  for  the  debt  anc:^  j 
the  premiums,  and  1  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that,  orm^ 
payment  of  all  that  is  due  to  the  Defendant,  the  Plaintifift'i 
is  entitled  to  the  balance. 

The  Defendant  must  pay  the  costs  of  suit. 

Note.— See  Henton  v.  Blacktoell,  4  Hare,  434;  Brown  v.  Fn 
man,  4  De  Gex  4r  S.  444;  and  Ex  parte  Lancatter,  ibid,  524. 
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HUGHES  V.  KEY,  his  Wife  and  ADDISON. 

April  20. 
T  N    1839,  on  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Key^  a  sum  A  tnwt  fund 

■*-       of  1,000/.,  to  which  she  was  entitled,  under  the  ^l^^^^^^ 
"^^ill  of  her  father,  was  assigned  to  Hughes  2Lnd  Addison,  children  in 
on  trust  for  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Key,  for  their  lives,  and  after-  received  by  the 
^'^a^rda  for  their  children.    The  money  was  secured  by  hu«b«id,  and 
^He  bond  of  Lord  T.,  which  was  paid  off  in  1844,  and  his  brother. 

^*^«    amount  received  by  Mr.  Key,  and  by  him  lent  to  ^  ^j"  ^^  ®?« 

m^5      -  J  ^'  J  trustee  against 

**■«  brother.  the  other  trus- 

tee, the  hus> 
band  and  wife, 
There  were  seven  children  of  the  marriage.    Addison  «nd  omitting 

^^'^ing  refused  to  concur  with  the  Plaintiff  in  compel-  children,*held 

^■*^S  repayment  of  the  money,  the  Plaintiff  filed  this  •ustainable, 

w*  1 1  And  a  decree 

^^^    against  Mr.  and   Mrs.   Key  and  Addison  alone,  was  made 

ailegiDg  some  concurrence  by  Addison  in  the  payment  J*^"'VV 
^*  the  money  to  Key,  and  praying  that  Mr.  Key  might  serving  all 
^  ordered  to  pay  the  amount  fcr"* 

and  the  trus- 

^r,  H.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Rudall,  for  the   Plaintiff. .    The  co-tnw- 

'^e    Plaintiff    had    no  knowledge  whatever   of  the  tee,  who  had 
A  ^  notjomed  as 

transaction  until  a  considerable  time  after,  when  he  was  co-plaintiff, 

^'^fernaed  of  it  by  Mrs.  Key.     He  is  not,  therefore,  pri- 

^'^^Hly  liable  for  the  breach  of  trust,  though  he  would 

^^^me  responsible,  if  he  neglected  to  take  the  neces- 

^^  Bteps  to  compel  the  restoration  of  the  trust  fund, 

^^**«equently  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  file  the  bill. 

^r.  Hoare,  for  the  Defendants.  Every  party  to  a 
•^ach  of  trust  is  primarily  liable,  and  there  ought  to 

^  decree  against  all.  The  brother  of  Mr.  Key,  in 
^ose  hands  the  money  now  remains,  is  not  a  party  to 

the 


refused  his 
costs. 
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the  suit,  as  he  ought  to  have  been.  Addison  has  re- 
ceived nothing;  he  is  culpable  in  the  same  degree  as 
the  Piaintiflf.     He  ought  to  have  his  costs. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

This^  as  regards  the  Defendant  James  Key,  is  a 
very  simple  case,  though,  unfortunately,  one  of  very 
frequent  occurrence. 

Here,  a  sum  of  1,000/.,  payable  to  a  lady  under  the: 
will  of  her  father,  is,  by  her  marriage  settlement,  settled 
on  certain  trusts,  to  the  benefit  of  herself  for  life,  and 

then  of  her  husband  for  life,  and  afterwards  of  the  chil 

dren  of  the  marriage.     It  was  the  duty,  no  doubt,  ol 
the  trustees,  to  call  in  that  money,  and  when  paid,  to< 
have  invested  it  on  the  trusts  of  the  settlement.     Tbi 
executors  of  the  father  of  the  lady  unfortunately  pay  ii 
directly  to  the  husband,  who  lends  it  to  his  brother,  andi 
this  suit  is  instituted  by  one  of  the  trustees  of  the  mar-* 
riage  settlement,  to  compel  the  husband  to  repay  that 
sum  of  money.     It  is  a  mere  matter  of  course  to  direct 
him  to  repay  it. 

If  no  application  had  been  made  to  him  before  the 
filing  of  the  bill,  and  he  had  always  been  ready  to  pay 
it,  then  this  Court,  although  it  would  undoubtedly  have 
compelled  him  to  pay  the  money,  would  have  paused 
before  it  directed  him  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit.  But 
the  very  opposite  is  the  case.  Here  he  is  told  that  the 
suit  will  be  absolutely  necessary,  unless  he  repays  the 
money,  and  an  application  will  be  made  to  the  C!ourt 
of  Chancery  against  him.  He  does  not  choose  to  pay 
it,  but  he  makes  a  suit  for  replacing  the  fund  for  the 
benefit  of  the  cestuis  que  trust  necessary.  I  therefore 
entertain  no  doubt  that  this  Court  must  make  a  decree 

against 
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ag-ainst  him,  not  only  to  replace  the  money,  but  also  to 
pay  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

With  respect  to  Addison  and  the  PlaintiiT,  I  do  not 
n€>viy  propose  to  make  a  decree,  because  I  do  not  know 
what   may  be  the  result  of  the  proceeding.     I  assume 
thcit  James  Key  will  pay  the  money,  and  that  no  ques- 
tion vrill  arise  as  to  the  trustees.    There  is  no  case  now 
to  fix  the  Plaintiff,  but  the  decree  I  make  in  this  case 
ill    not  affect  or  exonerate  him,  if  he  be  liable  to  his 
^9£uis  que  trust  in  respect  of  this  transaction.   If  James 
iTiey  should  not  repay  the  money  the  plaintiff's  liability 
^ill  remain  undischarged,  and  the  seven  children  of  the 
Li^riage^  who  are  all  infants^  naay,  at  any  time,  file  a 
"1^11  to  compel  him  to  repay  the  money,  assuming  him 
^^>   1>e  liable,  as  to  which  I  do  not  intimate  any  opinion. 

1  do  not  intend  to  decide  any  matter  hypothetically, 
^'^■thout  seeing  what  the  result  may  be.  Therefore  I 
^^^•pend  all  expressions  of  opinion  on  that  subject,  but 
^*^*ll  give  liberty  to  apply  as  the  case  may  occur.  1  now 
^^^'-^ect  the  money  to  be  paid  into  Court,  and  reinvested 
^^'^  the  trusts  of  the  settlement. 

I  cannot  give  Mr.  Addison  his  costs,  because,  on  his 

^^^^o  allegation,  he  is  an  innocent  trustee;  and  if  so,  it 

^^^*    clearly  his  duty  to  have  joined  the  Plaintiff  in 

^^^i^pelling  the  restoration  of  this  money  for  the  benefit 

^^^  their  cestuis  que  trust.     I  never  allow  an  estate  to  be 

^'^cned  with  more  than  one  set  of  costs,  by  the  se- 

^f^^ce  of  two  trustees,  even  if  they  appear  as  Defend- 

*^tB,  unless  there  is  some  very  special  reason  for  their 

^  doing.     If  I  gave  him  his  costs,  James  Key  would 

'^   tkct  have  to  pay  them,  because  I  should  allow  the 

*^l^iiitiff  to  add  them  to  his  own,  and  have  them  over 

Against  Jajite«  Key,    In  my  opinion,  Mr.  Addison  ought 

to 
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1855.  to  h^ye  joined  as  co-Plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  having 
the  sum  of  money  replaced  by  the  husband,  who  in  fact 
received  it. 


Note. — See  Franco  v.  Franco,  3  Vet.  75 ;    Greenwood  t.  Wake- 
Jord,  I  Beav.  576 ;  Afoy  v.  Selby,  I  Tounge  4*  C.  (C.  C.)  235. 


April  19. 


LEWIS  V.  DUNCOMBE. 


In  a  mortage  TN   1844,  the  Plaintiff  obtained  a  judgment  against 
ment  creditor  JDuncombe,  who  was  now  tenant  in  tail  in  possession 

of  a  tenant  in  of  some  real  estate,  and  this  bill  was  filed  by  the  Plain- 
tail  in  pones-  '  '' 

rion,  the  latter  tiff  to  realize  his  charge  on  the  property, 
was  ordered  to 

entailing  deed,       ^^'  ^'  Pdlfner,  for  the  Plaintiff,  asked  that  the  tenant 

in  order  to        ijj  jj^ij  might  be  ordered  to  execute  a  disentailing  deed 

to  the  plain-      under  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act  (3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  74), 

tiff's  charge,      observing  that  the  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110,  s.  13,  made  the 

judgment  a  charge  on  the  land  as  against  the  issue  in 

tail  and  the  subsequent  remainderman,  still  that,  in  the 

event  of  the  Defendant's  death,  they  would  not   be 

wholly  barred,  except  by  the  execution  of  such  a  deed. 

Mr.  Duncombe  did  not  appear. 

Mr.  Stevens,  for  prior  incumbrancers. 

Mr.  J^.  V.  Prior,  for  a  disclaiming  Defendant. 

Mr.  Southgate  said,  his  impression  was  that  a  disen- 
tailing deed  had  already  been  executed. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Let  the  Defendant 
execute  a  disentailing  deed,  if  none  has  already  been 
executed. 
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SULLIVAN  V.  BEVAN. 

^  April  21,  23. 

N  order  was  made  for  the  administration  of  the  estate  A  simple  con- 

'   of  the  intestate,  upon  the  application  of  a  simple  obtained  an 

contract  creditor.     The  estate  was  greatly  insolvent,  and  ^^^^  ^°  «d' 
♦u  •       /»  t  ,     .   .  .  1     i/^rM   minister  the 

tne  amount  due  from  the  admmistratnx  was  only  io9/.  intestate's 

It  was  now  supposed  that  this  sum  would  be  insufficient  ^^'   ^w 

to  pay  the  only  specialty  debt  which  had  been  proved  notice  that  the 

and    the   costs  of   the   administratrix.      Pending  the  ^ufficlentto**" 

proceedings,  notice  was  given  to  the  Plaintiff  of  the  pay  the  spe- 

state  of  the  assets  and  of  the  claims  of  the  specialty  3^^  thecosu 

creditor,  but  he  continued  the  prosecution  of  the  order,  oftheadmi- 

'  ^  ,  '  nistratnx,  but 

*na  under  it  the  specialty  creditor  came  in  and  proved,    he  still  per- 
sisted in  prose- 

The  case  now  came  on  upon  the  certificate  of  the  Heldf  that  the 

^hief  Clerk.  ^^^^  ™"*^  ^ 

applied,  first, 
in  paying  the 
•Mr.  Sheffield^  for  the  Plaintiff,  argued,  that  his  costs  costeof  the 

^^ght  to  be  paid  in  priority  of  the  debt  of  the  specialty  ^y^^^  {„  paying 

creditor,  who  had  come  in  and  taken  the  benefit  of  the  ^^^  Plaintiff's 
siii«  __        .      -     _  -r*     t  cos^  down  to 

**■*••        He   cited    Larkins   v.   Paxton  [a) ;    Barker   v.  the  notice, 

hurdle  (J).  *°^  ^^®  '^ 

^  '*  sidue  in  pay- 

ment  of  the 
Mr.  Speed,  for  the  Defendant,  argued,  that  the  Plain-  specialty  ere- 
tiff  «     -      ,  ,.  ,  .      ,  ,  .  -1  ditor. 

**»  «.  Simple  contract  creditor,  could  take  nothing  until 

^  debt  of  the  specialty  creditor,  who  liad   priority 

^^^^  him,  had  been  provided  for.     He  cited  Bluett  v. 

^^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

**  this  case,  the  Plaintiff,  before  he  prosecuted  the 

order, 
^"i  2  iM^/.  4.  K.  320.    (6)  2  Myl  if  K.  818.     (c)  Jacob,  240. 
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order,  was  informed  what  the  state  of  the  assets  was 
and  the  claims  of  the  specialty  creditor;  and  be  prc= 
secuted  it  subsequently  at  his  own  peril.  No  doubt,  L^ 
this  case,  the  administratrix  must  be  paid  her  costs  5 
the  first  instance,  then  the  Plaintiff  his  costs  up  to  tbr 
notice,  the  specialty  creditor  is  then  entitled  to  be  paF 
his  debt,  and  the  residue,  if  any,  will  be  divided  among^ 
the  simple  contract  creditors. 


rr^HE  testatrix  bequeathed  a  leasehold  house  to  her 
executor,  upon  the  following  trusts : — "  As  to  one 


BAYNE  V.  CROWTHER. 

AprU  26. 
Bequest  for 
•*  mainte- 
nance" of  a 
child,  held  not  moiety  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  in  trust  to  pay 

the  same  to  my  niece,  Martha  Savage,  for  her  life,  and 
as  to  the  other  moiety  of  the  said  rents  and  profits,  in 
trust  to  pay  the  same  to  my  nephew,  William  Crowther 
for  life ;  and  in  the  event  of  the  decease  of  either  o 
them,  my  said  nephew  or  niece,  the  share  of  the  saic 
rents  of  him  or  her  so  dying  to  be  paid  and  applied  fa 
the  maintenance  of  his  or  her  children  or  child,  until  th( 
decease  of  the  survivor  of  my  said  nephew  or  niece 
death  of  either,  ^^^  ^j^j.  ^|jg  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them,  then  upoi 
the  rents  *'  to  trust,  that  my  said  trustee  '^  do  sell  the  house  am 
applied  for  the  P'^c'^is^s,  and  do  and  shall  pay  the  money  arising  there 
maintenance     from,  equally,  between  the  children  of  my  said  nephev 

ren,"  until  the  ^^^  niece  for  their  absolute  use  and  benefit." 
decease  of  the 
lurvivor  of  A. 
and  fi.,  and 
then  to  sell 
and  divide 
equally  be- 
tween the  children  of  A,  and  B.     After  the  death  of  A,t  one  of  his  children  died 
Held,  that  hit  representative  was  entitled  to  a  shaie  in  the  rents  until  the  death  of  B. 


death,  but  to 
pass  to  his  re- 
presentative. 
Bequest  of 
leaseholds,  in 
trust  to  pay 
half  of  the 
rents  to  A.  for 
life,  and  the 
other  half  to 
B.  for  life,  and 
in  case  of  the 


In  a  subsequent  part  of  his  will,  he  gave  a  legacy  U 

WiUiam 
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WUSam  Crowther  for  life,  and  after  his  decease  between        1865. 
i^is   two  children  by  name,  viz.  to  Charles  James  and 
^'f>r'deHa  Crowther, 

The  testatrix  died  in    1842,   Cordelia  Crowther  at- 

^>Ocd  twenty-one  and  married,  and  she  died  in  1860. 

Her  father,  William  Crowther,  died  in  1854,  and  Martha 

^^"^age  and  Charles  James  Crowther  were  still  living. 

*^     this  suit,  the  legal  personal  representative  of  Cor- 

*^^€€Z,  claimed  one  half  of  a  moiety  of  the  rents  of  the 

'e^^^])Q{(]  during  the  life  of  Martha  Savage. 

A^T.  O.  L.  Russell,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

AAt.  Hallett,  for  Charles  James  Crowther. 

^Ir.  Ware,  for  the  representative  of  Cordelia,  cited 
^^^ifb  V.  Kelbf  (a),  and  Lewes  v.  Lewes  (6). 

^^dr.  Hallett,  in  reply. 

STAe  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

1  think  this  was  a  vested  interest  in  the  two  children. 

•*^*l^^  difficulty  arises  on  the  word  "  maintenance  ;**  but 

^*^ore  18   DO  direction  that  it  should  cease  when  the 

**^i«^ority  ceased.    The  rents  of  the  leaseholds  are  to  be 

I>«iid  and  applied  for  the  maintenance"  of  the  children ; 

^^^t  is,  to  be  applied  for  their  benefit  while  infants,  and 

^^^  l>e  paid  to  them  if  adult ;  the  fact,  therefore,  of  one 

^3^ii3g  does  not  prevent  his  legal  personal  representative 

j^-lc^ing  the  benefit  of  the  bequest.    Mr.  Ware's  argument 

^^>  tliat  if  both  died  there  would  be  no  intestacy,  and  why 

^«ould  the  result  be  different  if  one  only  died?    Why 

^nould  there  be  an  intestacy  in  one  case  and  not  in  the 

I  am 

(•)  9  Sim.  469.  (6)  16  Sim.  266. 

D  d2 
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I  am  of  opinion^  that  the  children  took  vested  ir 
terests^  and   that  the  legal  personal  representative 
Cordelia  is  now  entitled  to  one  half  of  the  rents  whi 
were  given  to  her  father^  William  Crowther,  for  life. 


JprU  30. 

A  witnen,  ex- 
amined under 
a  bill  to  per- 
petuate testi- 
mony, was 
very  old,  and 
unable, 
through  ill- 
ness, to  lea^e 
his  home  with- 
out danger; 
another  was 
resident  in  Ca- 
nada.   Their 
depositions 
were  ordered 
to  be  pub- 
lished, and 
produced  at 
the  trial,  about 
to  take  place, 
and  that  either 
party  might 
make  such  use 
of  them  "  as 
by  law  they 


BIDDULPH  V.  Lord  CAMOYS. 

A  N OTHER  motion  was  made  in  this  cause,  for  il 
"^^    publication  of  the  depositions  of  witnesses  taL 
in  a  suit  to  perpetuate  testimony,  in  order  that  tb 
might  be  used  on  a  trial  of  an  ejectment  at  the  n( 
assizes.      Amongst  them,  it  was  asked  that  those  o^ 
John  Hammond  might  be  published,  as  to  whom  ih^ 
Court,  on  the  former  occasion  (a),  considered  the  evi- 
dence insufficient. 

There  was  now  the  additional  evidence  of  the  medical 
attendant  of  John  Hammond^  who  stated,  that  Hamr 
mond  had  told  him  and  he  believed  it  to  be  true, 
that  he  was  in  the  eighty-fifth  year  of  his  age.  The 
witness  then  stated  as  follows : — **  He  is  almost  stone 
blind;  he  has  not  left  his  house  for  the  last  three 
years ;  he  has,  at  intervals,  during  the  last  three  months, 
been  confined  from  ill  health  to  his  bedroom,  and  be 
has,  during  such  last-mentioned  period,  been  obliged, 
for  the  same  reason,  to  keep  his  bed  for  seven  weeks 
together.  He  is  now  sufiering  from  such  extreme 
general  debility,  and  his  general  bodily  infirmity  is  such, 
that  it  would  be  highly  dangerous  for  him  to  attempt  to 
leave  home  for  the  present,  nor  do  I  believe  he  will, 
under  any  circumstances,   be  able  to  do  so  without 

danger 
(a)  19  Beav.  467. 
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danger  to  his  healthy  for  the  next  six  months^  at  the       1865. 
least."  ^— v^^ 

BlODULPH 
V. 

1 1.  was  also  asked^  that  the  depositions  of  another  wit- 
ness^ Margatti  Llewellyn^  might  be  published.  She  was 
resident  in  Canadaj  and  her  sister  deposed,  '^  that  it  was 
no^  likely  that  she  would  return  to  England^  but  if  she 
should  return  at  all,  it  would  certainly  not  be  for  many 
yea.rs  to  come." 

Air.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  for  the  Plaintiff, 
i*i  support  of  the  motion.  The  case  of  Hammond  is 
governed  by  Morrison  v.  Arnold  (a),  he  being  incapable 
of  travelling.  Llewellyn  is  abroad  and  likely  to  remain 
^erc,  and  cannot  be  compelled  to  come  and  be  ex- 
amined viv&  voce  at  the  trial.  It  is  therefore  right  that 
^^T  depositions  should  also  be  published.  Bamsdale  v. 
^^^^nce(b)  was  also  referred  to. 

IVlr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Fleming ^  contra^  for  Lord  Camoys, 
^I'guedy  that  the  depositions  in  question  ought  not  to 
"^  published^  as  the  Plaintiff  had  now  the  power  of 
examining  the  witnesses  openly,  under  a  commission 
*®«ued  by  the  C!ommon  Law  Court  by  virtue  of  the 
statute  (c),  and  that  it  was  only  in  the  event  of  the  im- 
possibility of  a  witness  being  examined  openly,  that  this 
^^urt  would  permit  depositions  taken  secretly  to  be 
Published  and  used. 


Mr.  EUiMon,  for  assignees. 

The 

C«)  19  Vet,  669.  (c)  1  WiU.  4,  c.  22.    See  1 

C»>  2  RuMi.  4  Myl.  142.  ChU.  Statutes,  1120. 
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1856. 
v^v^^  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

BlODULFH 

,    ,  JJ-  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  th 

Lord  Camoyi. 

order,  and  that  the  case  comes  within  the  rule  of  th 

authorities  cited.    You  cannot  have  the  benefit  of  th 

evidence  given  in  a  suit  to  perpetuate  testimony,  if  yo 

can  get  the  witness  examined  viv&  voce;  but  if  a  wil 

ness  cannot  travel  without  danger  to  his  health,  he 

not  give  his  evidence  in  open  Court;  he  ia  preven 

from  attending. 

The  statute  referred  to  does  not  take  away  the  jur^^S  ^. 
diction  which  the  Court  always  exercised,  in  suits  %q 

perpetuate  testimony,  before  the  statute  passed.     I      ^cio 
not,  therefore,  consider  it  any  reason  why,  when  te^s.  -Cij. 
mony  has  been  taken,  the  Plaintiff  should  not  have     ^3kn 
order  to  publish  it     I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Plaira  C:.  iS 
is  entitled  to  the  order. 


ABSTRACT  OF  ORDER. 
Order  publication,  and  that  the  proper  officer  attend  with  the  ree^ord 
and  deposition,  and  that  either  of  the  parties  may  make  luch  aa^^  <^ 
them  "  as  by  law  they  can." 
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DAVIS  V.  Earl  of  DYSART.  March  7.  8. 

April  26. 
Y  this  billy  the  Plaintiff,  Mr.  Davisy  sought  simply  Any  remain- 
^     to  compel  the  Defendant,  the  Earl  of  Dysart,  to  ^^^.^J^^ 
produce  the  deeds  and  documents  relating  to  his  estates,  may  maintain 
Tlie  Plaintiff  insisted,  that  these  estates  stood  limited  Jhe^tenanrfor 
to     "the  Earl  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  son  Lord  life,  for  the  sole 
^^^M^^wUingtowefj  and  that   Lord  Huntingtower  had,   by  auction  and  in- 

<*e^cl  of  the  18th  ot  November,  1841,  mortgaged  these  ■P«^?onof  the 

'  '  ^  ^  muniments  of 

e8t.&tes  to  him,  the  Plaintiff.  title.    If  the 

tenant  for  life 
suggests  that 
In  the  argument,  the  estates  were  divided  into  three  the  purpose  for 

<^lc^sses,  and  were  very  conveniently  distinguished  as"  the  tion  is  re- 

-Eow/Ziow^/'*  estates;'  '' the  Earl  Wilirahams  estates,"  quired  is  im- 

proper,  the 

^^d  "  Sir  H-ilUam  Tollemaches  estates.''  onus  is  on  him 

to  shew  it 

The  Defendant  contended,  that  the  interest  of  Lord  howeverVonly 

S'^^^tingtower  in  the  first  estates  had  been  barred  by  a  «wt8  when 
^-  ...       .T,^  ..  the  title  of  the 

P<*ior  tenant  m  tail ;  that  Lord  Huntingtower  s  mterest  remainderman 

m    t-hc  second  estates  had  been  forfeited  by  a  non-com-  ^""f  |h^'J^ 

pliQ^nce  with  a  condition,  but  he  did  not  dispute  Lord  a  reasonable 

^'^^ntingtower's  title  to  the  third  class  of  estates.     In  gatWhVtitlc, 

^^tting  out  the  title  to  these  estates,  it  is  proposed  to  ne  cannot  com- 
.  ,  pel  production. 

oinit  all  the  facts  and  limitations  not  bearing  on  the     xhe  mort- 

qviestion,  and  it  will  be  convenient,  in  the  first  place,  pg^®  ^^  -^• 

'  '  '^        '  (an  alleged  re- 

^o  refer  to  the  state  of  the  family.  mainderman) 

instituted  a  suit 

J^ionely  Earl  Dy^ar^,  died  in  1799,  and  was  succeeded  alleged  tenant 

l^y  for  life)  for  the 
^  mereproduc- 
™J1  of  the  title  deeds.  B.  set  up  a  bond  Jide  objection,  that  J/s  estate  had  become 
forfeited,  and  also  that  by  the  tenns  of  the  mortgage  deed,  the  estates  in  question  were 
^^  comprised  therein.  The  assignees  of  A.<,  (who  had  become  bankrupt,)  though 
*DtcT^jgj  in  the  latter  question,  were  not  parties  to  the  suit.  The  Court  declined 
^**^ieatiiig,  incidentally,  on  the  Plaintiff's  right,  and  dismissed  the  bill  with  costs. 
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1866.       by  Wilbraham,  Earl  Dysart,  on  whose  death,  in  1821  -^•— » 
his  daughter   Lady  Louisa  became  Countess  DysarC^^^^  -^i 
and  she  died  in  1840.   She  had  a  son,  Sir  William  ToUe-^'^^^^S' 

Earl  of  mache,  who  predeceased  her,  having  died  in  1833,  and  h^  .^^^e 
left  a  son,  the  Defendant  Earl  Dysart^  whose  eldest  soc^k  Mn 
was  Lord  Huntingtower^  and  the  Plaintiff  was  his  mort-^ 


Davis 


The  title  to  the  first  or  Lionel  estates  was  as  follows   —-^     ' ' 
— Earl  Lionel,  by  his  will,  had  (subject  to  prior  estates^      '^  ^ 
to  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  refer)  devised  one-third  of  ^#,^ 

the  Xfone/ estates  to  Lady  Louisa  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  Sir  William  TolUmache  in  tail  male. 

As  to  the  Wilbraham  estates,  it  appeared  that  by  a 
deed  of  the  3rd  of  December,  1804,  Wilbraham,  Earl 
Dysart^  had  settled  part  of  them  (including  a  second 
third  share  of  the  Lionel  estates)  on  Sir  William  Tolle- 
mache  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  Defendant  Earl 
Dysart  for  life,  with  remainder  to  Lord  Suntingtower  in 
tail,  with  remainder  over  to  the  Hallidoy  family.  But 
these  limitations  were  subject  to  a  condition,  whereby  it 
was  provided  and  declared,  that  the  limitations  in  favour 
of  Sir  William  Tollemache,  &c.,  J.  JR.  2).  Halliday,  Sec, 
and  their  respective  issue  male,  were  upon  this  express 
condition,  that  if  they,  or  any  of  them,  or  their  or  any 
of  their  issue  male,  should,  under  the  limitations  con- 
tained in  the  will  of  Earl  Lionel,  or  otherwise,  become 
seised  of  or  entitled  to  '*  the  other  shares  of  the  Lionel 
estate,  for  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  fee  or  in  tail,"  then  j 

and  in  that  case  Sir  William  TolUmache  and  the  other  <^ 

persons  and  their  respective  issue  male  should,  within  ,f 

twelve  calendar  months  after  being  so  severally  seised,  ^ 

execute  such  deeds  as  Mr.  Greville  and  Mr.  Butler  (the 
two  trustees  of  the  deed),  or  the  survivor,  or  the  executors 
or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  should  judge  neces- 
sary. 
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sary,  proper  or  expedient,  for  limiting,  settling  and  as- 
saring  the  estates  "  to  the  uses  and  upon  the  trusts  there- 
inbefore mentionedi  to  the  end  and  intent  and  so  that  the 
entirety  of  the  said  manors  and  hereditaments  might  go 
in  the  same  manner,  together,  upon  the  trusts  before 
mentioned."  And  that  if  the  said  Sir  William  ToUe- 
vtiMchCf  kc,  J.  jR.  D.  HalUday,  kc,  or  any  of  them,  or 
their  or  any  of  their  issue,  should  refuse  or  neglect  to 
execute,  &c.  such  act,  deed,  &c.,  as  aforesaid,  within 
twelve  calendar  months, ''  then  and  in  such  case,  the  uses 
or  estates  thereinbefore  limited  to  or  for  the  benefit  or 
in  favour  of  the  person,  who  or  whose  issue  male  should 
BO  refuse  or  neglect  as  aforesaid,  should  absolutely  cease 
^nd  be  void,  in  such  and  the  same  manner  as  if  he  or 
they  respectively  were  dead  without  issue  of  his  or  their 
*^ody  or  bodies,  entitled  or  inheritable  under  the  limita- 
tions thereinbefore  contained." 


1865. 


This  clause,  probably,  from  the  omission  of  a  few 
'^ordg,  did  not  create  any  forfeiture  of  the  estate  of  the 
*"t(e  of  the  persons  who  should  neglect  to  execute  such 
deed. 


Sy  his  will,  executed  the  next  day  (the  4th  o(  De- 
^^nber,  1804),  Earl  Wilbraham  devised  other  estates  in 
strict  settlement,  subject  to  the  declaration  following : — 
And  he  thereby  declared,  that  every  person  to  whom 
**e  had  devised  the  property,  who  had  or  thereafter 
should  have  any  estate  or  interest  in  the  hereditaments 
^^^iBed  by  Earl  Lionel^  should  respectively  make,  exe- 
^^^9  kCf  all  such  deeds,  &c.  whatsoever,  as  the  said 
^*  -f.  GreviUe  and  C  Butler^  and  the  survivor  of  them, 
^"^d  the  executors,  8ic.,  should  judge  necessary,  &c.,  for 
^^tiliug^  &c.,  the  same  respectively,  to  the  uses,  &c.,  to 
^^hich  the  same  were  respectively  limited  by  the  deed 
^^  1804,  and  by  that  his  will ;  and  that  if  any  such 

persons 
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persons  should  refuse  or  neglect  to  do  so,  the  ui 
deviseSy  kc,  thereby  expressed  in  favour  of  the  persor 
or  persons  so  refusing  or  neglecting,  or  his  or  theii 
issue,  or  iimited|  created  or  devised  to  and  for  the  benefit 
or  in  favour  of  him  or  thenii  by  virtue  of  that  present 
clause,  or  for  his,  her  and  their  issue  respectively,  shoul 
absolutely  cease,  determine  and  be  void,  to  all  intents^ 
constructions  and  purposes  whatsoever,  in  the  sames 
manner  as  if  such  person  or  persons  respectively  ha(C=». 
died  without  issue  in  his  lifetime.    And  he  declared.  M 
that  if  any  one  to  whom  an  estate  tail  was  given,  shoul(Ei^ 
be  living  at  his  decease,  he  should  take  only  for  life. 


Sir  William  Tollemache  never  came  into  possession  o 
the  first  third  of  the  **  Earl  Lionel  estates,'*  but  ifrm 
181 1,  and  in  the  life  of  his  mother,  he  levied  a  fino^ 
and  obtained  a  base  fee.    The  Defendant  the  Earl  o 
Dysart  came  into    possession  of  the  **  Earl  Lione. 
estate^*  in  1840,  and  in  1842  he  executed  a  disentailin 
deed,  and  thereby  acquired  the  fee  in  them.     Neither 
Sir  William  Tollemache  nor  the  Defendant  had  ever 
settled  the  Lionel  estates,  pursuant  to  the  conditions* 
prescribed  by  the  deed  and  will  of  1804,  but  the  Halli^ 
day  family  had  complied  with  the  condition,  as  regardi 
the  property  devised  to  them. 

In  1843,  John  Tollemache,  the  representative  of  thi 
Halliday  family  claimed  the  estates  comprised  in  th< 
deed  and  will  of  1804,  and  which  had  been  settled,  suc^  ^ 
cessively,  on  Sir  William    Tollemache,  the  Defendant 
Earl  Dysart  and  Lord  Huntingtower,  on  the  ground  that' 
they  had  become  forfeited  by  the  non-compliance  witlr^ 
the  condition.    The  Defendant  thereupon  bought  up  th^ 
claimant's  interest  for  15,000/. 


.1 


The  third  or  "  the  Tollemache  estates,"  which  hac 
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beeo  devised  by  the  will  of  Sir  William  Tollemache,  it 
waB  admitted,  stood  limited  to  the  Defendant  the  Earl 
X>yM€MTt  for  life^  with  remainder  to  Lord  Huntingtower 
for  life. 

f 
Sy  indenture,  dated  18th  oi  November ^  1841,  and 
made  between  Lord  Huntingtower  of  the  one  part,  and 
the  Plaintiff  ilfa««  Davis  of  the  other  part,  reciting  the 
u^ill  and  death  of  Sir  William  TolUmache,  and  that  hia 
^^idow  and  the  Defendant,  his  son,  were  living,  and 
v^eciting  a  judgment  entered  up  by  the  Plaintiff  against 
X^ord  Huntingtower  for  7,210/.  14^.,  and  that  the  Plain- 
tiff liad  agreed  to  advance  to  Lord  Huntingtower  the 
***iaa   of  600/.,  upon  having  the  same  with  interest  se- 
oured,  and  also  the  7,210/.  Hs.  and  interest  further 
^^<^^red  as  thereinafter  expressed ;   Lord  Huntingtower 
S'^nted,  &c.  to  the  Plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  all 
^«e    manors,  lands,  hereditaments  and  premises  com- 
I^^'^sed  in  the  residuary  devise,  contained  in  the  will  of 
^^^^   TftUiam,  Tollemache,  and  all  the  hereditaments  then 
^^  tliereafler  to  be  purchased  under  the  trusts  contained 
^*^     »t3ch  will.    "And  also  all  and  singular  other  the 
^^el^old  manors,  messuages,  farms,  lands,  tenemental 
^^^ditaments  and  premises,  whatsoever  and  whereso- 
^^r^.  of  or  to  which  the  said  Lord  Huntingtower  was 
^^'^^d  or  entitled,  in  possession,  reversion,  remainder  or 
^^pectancy,  or  otherwise,  either  under  or  by  virtue  of 
^^  said  recited  will,  or  otherwise  howsoever^  to  hold 
^^  same  to  Moss  Davis,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  subject 
^^  ^^emption.    And  Lord  Huntingtower  covenanted  to 
'^^•"ender  all  the  copyholds  comprised  in  the  will  of  Sir 
'^iliam  Tollemache,  and  also  those  to  be  purchased 


1856. 


^^Qunder,  and  also  all  other  the  copyhold  or  customary 

^soages,  farms,  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments  and 

*^^isea  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  of  or  to  which 

'^ti  Huntingtower  was  seised  or  entitled,  in  possession, 

remainder. 
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remainder^  reversion  or  expectancy,  or  otberwise,  eitht^-^  ^ 
under  or  by  virtue  of  the  said  will  or  otherwise  howsa^^^^ 
€ver» 

In  June,  1842,  the  Plaintiff  filed  a  bill  for  an  accounts  ^'' 
of  what  was  due  on  the  mortgage  security,  and  to  obtain^:^  ' 
a  sale  of  the  interest  of  Lord  Huntingtower  in  the  Tol — ^^ 
lemache  estates.  In  1845,  a  decree  was  made  whiclLtfrS 
was  confined  to  that  estate,  but  between  the  filing  oi 

the  bill  and  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  Lord  Hunting 

tower  was  duly  adjudged  a  bankrupt,  and  assignees  ol 
his  estate  were  appointed. 

On  the  18th  o{  November,  1846,  the  Master  made 
his  report,  finding  the  amount  due  on  the  mortgage  to 
be  8,334/.  4«.  lid.  On  the  23rd  of  February,  1847, 
the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  further  directions, 
when  a  decretal  order  was  made,  not  confined  to  "  the 
Tollemache  estates,'*  but  directing  a  sale  of  the  interest 
of  Lord  Huntingtower,  in  all  and  singular  the  real  and 
personal  estate  comprised  in  or  subject  to  the  indenture 
of  mortgage  of  the  18th  of  November,  1841.  This,  the 
Plaintiff  alleged,  included  not  merely  *UAe  Tollemache 
estate,''  but,  under  the  general  words  in  the  mortgage 
deed, "  the  Earl  Lionel  and  the  Earl  Wilbraham  estates," 
but  finding  it  impracticable  to  prosecute  the  order  made 
on  further  directions,  without  access  to  the  title  deeds, 
&c.,  which  were  in  the  Defendant's  possession,  he  filed 
this  bill  against  the  Earl  of  Dysart,  to  compel  pro- 
duction and  inspection,  and  for  no  other  purpose. 

The  Defendant  admitted  he  was  only  tenant  for  life 
of  the  Tollemache  estate,  and  said  he  had  offered  to 
produce  the  deeds  relating  to  it;  but  he  claimed,  by  his 
answer,   to   be   absolutely   entitled  to   the   other  two 
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estates,  and  denied  that  Lord  Huntingtower  had  any 
right  to  or  interest  in  them,  and  he  refused  production 
oF  the  title  deeds  relating  to  them. 

*The  caase  now  came  on  to  be  beard  upon  motion  for 
a  decree. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Jessel,  for  the  Plaintiff.   The 

X^efendant,  as  tenant  for  life  of  the  estates,  is  bound  to 

produce  the  title  deeds  to  the  persons  entitled  in  re- 

vsnciiader.     The  authorities  are  distinct  on  the  subject. 

^T'he  Defendant,  at  one  time,  was  only  tenant  for  life 

^>f*   the  two  estates  in  question,  but  he  now  insists  that 

"^    has  become  absolutely  entitled  to  them,  by  reason 

^^^  their  forfeiture  and  the  subsequent  conveyance  to 

"*«*i-      In  the  first  place,  there  was  no  forfeiture,  for, 

"^^ix^n  the  terms  of  the  proviso,  the  parties  were  only 

"otind  to  execute  such  deeds  as  the  trustees  should  judge 

^^^^essary,  proper  and  expedient.    They  never  adjudged 

'^'•y   deed  to  be  necessary,   proper  or  expedient,  nor 

^^^lled  for  the  execution,  by  the  devisees,  of  any  deed  j 

*^^re   has,  therefore,   been   no    default   or  forfeiture. 

^^sides  this,  by  the  terms  of  the  deed  of  1804,  the  life 

^-*tate  only,  and  not  the  estate  of  the  issue,  was  to  be 

^^Feited,  in  case  of  the  tenants  for  life  not  complying 

^^^t.h  the  condition.     Secondly,  but  if  a  forfeiture  was 

^^OQnaitted,  the  effect  of  the  purchase  from  John  Tolle- 

^••^*cA«,  and  of  the  conveyance  to  the  Defendant,  also 

operated  as  a  forfeiture  of  John  Tollemache^s  interest, 

^^^^ause  the  property  was  not  conveyed,  as  it  ought,  to 

^e  uges  of  the  deed  and  will  of  1804,  and  the  interest, 

therefore,    of   Lord    Huntinytower   was   not   affected. 

^^rdly,  assuming  that  a  forfeiture  took  place,  then«7bA;i 

^olUmache  had  nothing  but  a  mere  right  of  entry  to 

convey,  which  could  not  (prior  to  the  statute  8  &  9  VicL 

^«  106)  be  conveyed  by  deed ;  the  conveyance  to  the 

Defendant 
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Defendant  operated  merely  as  a  release  of  that  right  of ' 
entry^  and  enured  to  the  benefit  of  all  parties  interested 
in  the  estate,  except  the  party  conveying,  and  therefore 
simply  extinguished  the  right,  if  any,  under  the  forfeiture. 
Fourthly^  a  tenant  for  life  purchasing  up  such  a  right 
or  interest,  becomes  a  trustee  for  all  parties  interested. 
They  remarked  on  the  inadequacy  of  the  consideration 
paid  by  the  Defendant  for  the  estates,  and  cited  Lord 
Lempster  v.  Lord  Pomfret  (a) ;  Ivie  v.  Ivie  (6) ;  Noel  v. 
Ward  (c) ;  Brigstocke  v.  Mansel  {d) ;  Smith  v.  Cooke  (e) ; 
Pyncent  y.  Pi/ncent(,f);  Beeves  Y.Reeves  {g);  I  Sug. 
F.ftP.(A). 


^  <: 


Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  TVipp,  for  the  Defendant.  A 
tenant  for  life  is  entitled  to  the  sole  custody  of  the  title 
deeds  so  long  as  his  estate  endures,  and  a  bill  against 
him  for  their  mere  production,  and  seeking  no  ulterior 
relief,  cannot  be  maintained.  At  any  rate,  the  produc- 
tion is  a  matter  of  discretion,  and  the  tenant  for  life  is 
bound  to  shew,  that  the  purpose  for  which  the  pro- 
duction is  sought  is  proper. 

A  forfeiture  clearly  took  place  by  reason  of  the  non- 
compliance with  the  proviso,  and  the  Defendant  became 
a  purchaser  of  the  forfeited  interest  for  valuable  con- 
sideration, from  the  party  in  whom  that  interest  became 
vested.  The  amount  of  the  consideration  paid  by  the 
Defendant  is  immaterial,  the  case  standing  exactly  on 
the  same  footing  as  if  John  Tollemache  were  a  Defend- 
ant and  himself  contested  the  Plaintiff's  right.  The 
Plaintiff's  mortgage  does  not  in  fact  include,  nor  was  it 
intended  to  include  the  property  in  question ;  its  opera- 
ration 


(a)  1  Ambl.  I5i;  I  Dick.  23S. 

(b)  I  Atk.  429. 

(c)  1  Madd,  322. 

(d)  3  Madd,  47. 


(r)  3  Atk.  382. 
(/*)  3  Atk.  571. 
Ig)  9  Mod.  132. 
(A)  Pag«  469  (11th  edit). 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

ration  is  confined  to  the  property  described  in  the  deed, 
And  the  general  words  will  not  be  construed  to  include 
^states  not  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties. 

They  cited  Ivison  ▼.  Gasnot  (a)  ;  Pope  v.  Whit^ 
4T€>^he(b)\  Watkins,  Convey,  (c) ;  and  see  Walsh  v.  7Ve- 
w^^Mnion  (d ). 

The  Mastbr  efthe  Rolls  reserved  judgment 


Datib 

Eariof 
Dtbart. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  AprU  26. 

This  is  a  suit  instituted  by  the  Plaintiff  to  compel 
^^^  Defendant  to  produce  deeds  and  documents  relating 
"^o  cre-rtain  estates  of  which  the  Defendant  is  possessed 
^-8  tenant  for  life,  and  in  which  the  Plaintiff  claims  an 
"■^it^^est,  by  virtue  of  a  mortgage  deed  of  the  18th  of 
-'^^^^m^ember,  1841,  executed  by  Lord  Hunting  tower  ^  the 
^^^*^    of  tlie  Defendant,  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff. 

I^tie  bill   prays  no  further  or  ulterior  relief;  it  is 

^^■^^I>ly  a  suit  to  obtain  the  production  of  the  deeds  and 

^^^^liments  possessed    by  the   Defendant,  relating  to 

^^*t:^in  estates  of  which  he  is  the  tenant  for  life,  at  the 

*^^^^.nce  of  a  person  who  claims  to  be  mortgagee  of  the 

^^^rsion  of  these  estates,  and  who  requires  their  pro- 

**^t.ion,  in  order  to  enable  him  to  make  his  mortgage 

^^Urity  available,  by  sale  of  the  interest  thereby  con- 

^yed  to  him.    Although  the  suit  is  of  so  simple  a 

^ture,  the  questions  to  which  it  has  given  rise  are  of 

^  >ery  different  character. 

The  first  and  preliminary  question  is^  whether,  ad- 
mitting 

<«)  3  Be  Gex,  M,  &  G.  058.  (r)  Page  317  (  WhUe'i  edit). 

(»)  3  Rmt.  124.  (d  )  15  Q.  B.  734. 
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mitting  his  titles  the  mortgagee  of  a  reversion  is  entitli 
to  compel  the  tenant  for  life  in  possession  to  produ( 
the  title  deeds  relating  to  the  estate ;  in  other  words 
whether  the  reversioner  is  so  entitled,  for  the  purpose  oi 
enabling  him  to  dispose  of  or  deal  with  his  property  in 
such  a  manner  as  he  may  think  fit     It  is  not  disputed 
that  the  tenant  for  life  is  entitled  to  have  the  custody  o: 
the  deeds  and  documents  relating  to  the  estate,  but  it  is 
contended,  that  a  person  interested  in  the  same  lands, 
under  the  same  settlement,  may  deal  with  his  interest 
therein  as  he  may  think  fit,  and  that  for  this  purpose, 
he  may  compel  this  production,  by  any  one  who  hai 
the  custody  of  the  documents.    The  Defendant,  on  th 
other  hand,  contends,  that  this  discovery  and  productioi 
is  limited  to  cases  where  it  is  sought  as  ancillary 
some  ulterior  relief,  and  that  a  bill  confined  to  the  me! 

purpose  of  production  and  inspection  is  a  novel  ezperi 

ment,  unsupported  by  authority,  and  one  which  oughts 
to  be  discouraged  by  the  Court. 


On  this  question,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  any  person 
entitled  to  a  vested  remainder  in  an  estate  may  main- 
tain a  bill  against  the  tenant  for  life,  for  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  production  and  inspection  of  the  title  deeds 
and  documents  relating  to  the  estate,  in  the  possession 
of  the  tenant  for  life,  in  order  to  enable  the  remainder- 
man to  deal  with  his  property  as  he  may  consider  most 
for  his  advantage.  I  think  it  unnecessary  to  go  through 
the  various  authorities  that  were  cited  and  commented 
upon  before  me  on  this  subject,  they  all  tend  in  the 
same  direction  ;  and  although,  in  some  cases,  as  in  that 
of  Lord  Lempster  v.  Lord  Pomfret  (a),  they  intimate, 
that  the  ordering  of  this  production  is  not  a  matter  of 
right,  but  rests  on  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  and  that 

it 
(a)  1  AmhL  154;  1  Dickens,  238. 
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it  ^Hfill  not  be  directed^  unless  for  a  purpose  which  the 

Ck>urt  shall  deem  to  be  proper,  still  I  think  the  principle 

is,    that  the  person  entitled  in  remainder,  or  his  mort- 

Sagee,  who  stands  in  his  place,  is  entitled  to  and  may 

oompel  such  production ;  and  if  it  be  suggested  that 

^lie  purpose  for  which  the  documents  are  required  is  an 

-improper  one,  that  the  burden  of  the  proof  of  this  lies 

ock  tfae  person  resisting  the  production.     In  the  present 

^^3^^y  this  is  not  attempted,  and  the  Plaintiff  has  ob- 

"•^iKiod  a  decretal  order  from  the  Court  of  Chancery,  on 

^*ie  23rd  of  February,  1847,  for  the  sale  of  all  the  pro- 

¥^^*^y  comprised  in  his  mortgage  security. 

If  there  were  nothing  more  in  this  case,  I  should  not 
•*^^^tate  to  direct  the  production  sought  for  by  the 
*^l3a.iiitiff,  but  this  case  involves  many  other  matters. 

It  18  admitted,  that  the  Plaintiff  cannot  require  the 

J^*"^^<iiiction  of  documents  relating  to  estates  in  which 

bas  no  interest.     He  claims  no  interest  except  under 

=    deed  of  the  18th  of  November,  1841.    He  takes, 

>*efore,  nothing  except  what  Lord  Huntingtower  had 

^^^   Convey  at  the  time  when  he  executed  that  deed,  and 

'^'y  so  much  of  that  as  is  actually  conveyed  by  the 

^^d  itself.    The  answer  to  the  former  of  these  queries, 

^^^^3a©ly,  what  estate  or  interest  Lord  Huntingtower  had 

^^     Convey  on  the  18th  of  November,   1841,  involves 

^"^^ral  matters  of  nicety  and  importance,  and  requires 

statement  of  the  title  affecting  the  lands  in  question. 

^^he  Defendant  is  tenant  for  life  in  possession  of  three 

^^^tea,  devised  under  different  titles,  and  which  have 

^^H  conveniently  distinguished,  in  argument,  as  "  the 

^*o«e  of  Earl  Lionel;'  "  the  estate  of  Earl  Wilbra-^ 

f^^^^,*'   and  ''  the  estate  of  Sir   WiUiam  TolUmache:* 

^  Oe  Plaintiff  insists,  that  his  mortgage  affects  all  these 

^OL.  XX.  E  E  estates. 
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1866.       estates,  subject  to  the  life  interest  of  the  Defendant.^^i" 
This  is  disputed  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  wh 
admits  that  the  PlaintifTs  mortgage  security  include! 
the  estate  of  Sir  William  Tollemache,  but  denies  thai 
it  includes  the  estate  of  Earl  Lionel  or  that  of  EarE^K 
Wilbraham,  on  two  grounds :  in  the  first  place,  becaui 
the  mortgagor,  Lord  Huntingtower,  had  no  interest  i 
these  estates  at  the  date  of  the  mortgage,  by  reason  of 
forfeiture  thereof,  arising  from  a  non-compliance  witl 
a  proviso  contained  in  the  instrument  by  which  tin 
were  settled ;  and  secondly,  because  even  if  Lord  Hunt- 
ingtawer  had  any  interest  in  these  estates,  subject  tC7 
the  life  estate  of  the  Defendant,  he  has  not  conveyed 
it  to  the  Plaintiff  by  the  deed  of  the  18th  of  November,  ^ 

1851. 

The  title  to  the  estates  over  which  the  claim  is  dis-  ^^ 

puted,.  is  as  follows: — [His  Honor  here  stated,  at  ^' 

lengthy  the  title,  the  instruments y  the  deaths  of  the  parties,  ^ 

the  purchase  by  the  Defendant  from  John  ToUemaehe,  o 

^c.  ^c,  and  proceeded"]  —This,  therefore,  is  the  state  ^. 

of  the  property : — An  estate  is  derived  from  Earl  Lionel, 
and  is  settled  by  the  deed  of  the  3rd  of  December,  1804 ; 
another  estate  is  derived  from  Earl  Wilbraham,  and  is  | 

settled  by  his  will  of  the  4th  of  December,  1804;  and 
the  third  estate  is  derived  from  Sir  William  ToUemaehe,  * 

and  is  settled  by  his  will,  respecting  which  last  estate 
no  question  is  raised. 

The  deed  under  which  the  Plaintiff  claims  was  exe-  '^^ 

cuted  on  the   18th  of  November,  1841.     iHis  Honor  "«^ 

here  stated  the  material  clauses.]    Since  the  execution  ^^ 

of  these  deeds,  ^fiat  in  bankruptcy  has  issued  against  ^ 

Lord  Huntingtower,  under  which  he  has  been  adjudged 
a  bankrupt,  and  assignees  of  his  estate  have  been  duly 
appointed. 
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The  Defendant  contends,  in  the  first  place,  that  by 
of  the  non-compliance  with  the  conditions  con- 
-Caioed  in  the  settlement  of  the  3rd  of  December,  1804, 
^Rnd  the  will  of  Earl  Wilbraham,  the  interests  which 
^would  have  vested  in  Sir  William  Tollemache  and  his 
588ue,  had  these  conditions  been  complied  with,  were, 
l>y  reason  of  the  non-compliance  therewith,  forfeited  to 
J'ohn  Tollemache  and  his  issue;  that  these  have  been. 
fiold  by  him  to  the  Defendant,  and  that  Lord  Hunting* 
tower  bad  no  interest  in  them  which  he  could  convey  to 
the  Plaintiff;  and  he  further  contends,  that  if  this  for- 
feiture  did  not  take  place,  still  that  the  mortgage  deed, 
which  I  have  fully  stated  neither  was  by  the  parties 
thereto  intended  to  pass,  nor  did  in  fact  pass  his  in- 
terests in  these  estates,  but  that  the  same  are  claimed 
by  his  assignees  in  bankruptcy. 


1855. 


In  this  state  of  things,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  production  of  the  deeds  and 
documents  relating  to  the  estates  which  passed  under 
the  will  of  Sir  William  Tollemache,  but  not  to  those 
^hich  relate  to  the  estates  included  in  the  settlement  of 
the  3rd  oi  December,  1804,  or  to  those  which  relate  to 
Ibe  estates  which  passed  under  the  will  of  Earl  Wilbra- 
^am.    The  right  to  the  production  of  such  deeds  and 
clocuments  of  title  exists,  in  my  opinion,  only  where 
t:lie  title  of  the  Plaintiff  to  the  interest  he  claims  in  the 
land  is  clear  and  undisputed.     By  using  this  word, 
**  undisputed,"  I  do  not  mean  that  a  tenant  for  life 
c^ould  prevent  a  reversioner  from  obtaining  a  production 
and  inspection  of  such  documents,  by  simply  denying 
the  necessary  inference  of  law,  which  arises  from  ad- 
mitted facts ;  but  I  mean  where  a  reasonable  cause  of 
litigation  exists,  and  that,  in  my  opinion,  is  the  case  here. 


A  short  reference  to  the  principal  points  discussed 
E  E  2  before 
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before  me  will  shew  this  with  abundant  clearness.    Th^^ 
Defendant  claims  these  lands  adversely  to  the  Plainti^S 
and  adversely  to  Lord  Huntingtower,  under  whom  th»  i 
Plaintiff  derives  his  title.    The  Defendant  sets  out  th^ 
particulars  of  that  claim,  founded  on  this  alleged  for — 
feiture  for  non-compliance  with  the  proviso  containec= 
in  the  deed  and  in  the  will  of  1804,  and  contends  tha  ^ 
he  has  become  a  purchaser,  for  valuable  consideration^ 
of  that  interest  from  the  person  in  whom  the  estate 
became  vested,  in  case  it  was  forfeited,  in  the  events 
which  occurred.    It  is  true  that  16,000/.,  the  price  paid, 
was  a  very  small  sum  to  give  for  this  purpose,  if  no 
doubt  existed  respecting  the  forfeiture,  but  that,  he  con- 
tends, is  not  a  matter  to  be  regarded  by  this  Court ;  and 
that,  so  far  as  the  price  is  concerned,  the  matter  must  be 
regarded  in  the  same  manner  as  i{  John  Tollemaehe^ 
who  claimed  and  sold  the  .forfeited  interest,  were  now 
contesting  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  the  production. 


The  Plaintiff  contests  this  claim  of  the  Defendant, 
and  contends,  first,  that  no  forfeiture  took  place; 
secondly,  that  if  a  forfeiture  took  place,  the  purchase 
of  the  claim  from  John  Tollemache,  and  the  deeds  by 
which  it  was  effected,  operated  also  as  a  forfeiture  of 
the  interest  of  John  Tollemache^  because  he  did  not 
convey  the  property  to  the  uses  of  the  original  settle- 
ment, in  which  case  the  interest  of  Lord  Huntingtower 
would  not  be  affected;  and  thirdly,  that  \{John  Tolle- 
mache had  anything,  it  was  a  mere  right  of  entry,  which 
could  not,  at  that  time,  be  conveyed  by  a  deed,  inas- 
much as  this  transaction  took  place  prior  to  the  statute 
8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  and,  therefore,  that  the  deeds  carry- 
ing the  purchase  into  execution  took  effect  merely  as 
a  release  of  that  right  of  entry,  which  release  must 
enure  for  the  benefit  of  all  persons  interested,  except 
the  disseisor ;  and  that  consequently,  iu  this  view  of  the 

case. 
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caae,  the  transaction  operated  as  an  entire  extinguish- 
ment of  the  right,  whatever  it  was  under  any  Forfeiture. 
Sut  this  is  not  all ;  if  these  fail  him,  he  contends,  that 
wk  tenant  for  life  cannot  buy  up  a  claim  for  the  purpose 
of*  excluding  a  reversioner,  or  those  who  claim  under 
him.  but  that  he  becomes  a  trustee  for  them. 


The  question  of  forfeiture  itself,  at  least  so  far  as 

■*^^ards  the  property  devised  by  the  will  of  Earl  Wil~ 

^^^Mham,  depends,  in  my  opinion,  on  the  construction  of 

^1^«    instrument;  that  is,  whether  the  direction  to  the 

devisee  to  ''  make,  do  and  execute  all  such  acts,  deeds, 

"■^■Q^-ttersand  things,  conveyances  and  assurances,  as  the 

^■"'iBtees  should  judge  necessary,  proper  or  expedient  for 

^fc^   purposes  therein  mentioned,*'  gave  the  trustees  the 

B^^>^^er  to  determine  whether  anything  was  necessary  to 

done  or  not;  or  whether  it  left  it  incumbent  on  the 

^^isce  to  endeavour  to  effect  the  purpose  stated  in  the 

^^^^,  and  only  left  it  to  the  trustees  to  determine  in  what 

i^ner  that  should  be  effected ;  in  other  words,  whether 

neglect  of  the  trustees  to  require  anything  to  be 

'^^>«ie  dispensed  with  the  necessity,  which  was  otherwise 

*^*x>wn  upon  the  devisee,  of  doing  something  to  carry 

*^^  wishes  of  the  testator  into  effect ;  or  whether  the 

^^e  construction  of  the  will  be,  not,  that  the  devisee  was, 

^^^t.hont  suggestion  from  any  one,  bound  to  ascertain 

'^m  the  trustees  what  they  thought  to  be  necessary, 

^d  to  offer  to  do  whatever  might  be  necessary  and 


^t*^ 


On  the  part  of  the  Defendant  it  is  urged,  that  it 

^^^uM  be  a  strange  construction  to  hold,  if  the  trustees 

^"^ttired  the  devisee  to  do  an  act  or  execute  a  deed, 

^^th  injurious   to  him  and   unnecessary  to  effect  the 

'^^^j^ct  of  the  testator,  that  he  must  either  do  that  act 

^Od  execute  that  deed,  or  forfeit  the  estate ;  and  yet  that 

this 
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this  would  follow,  as  a  necessary  consequence,  fi 
acceding  to  the  Plaintiff's  contention  and  holding, 
the  devisee  was  bound  to  do  exactly  that  and  that  01 
which  the  trustees  directed,  and  that,  if  the  trusts  . 
thought  nothing  was  necessary  or  neglected  to  do  aca^ 
thing,  this  released  the  devisee  altogether  from  tt^ 
obligation  imposed  on  him  by  the  testator. 


My  intention  is  to  avoid  expressing  any  opinion 
these  various  points,  which  suggest  consideration! 
great  interest  and  importance,  and  which  have  b» 
argued  before  me  with  great  ability.     My  object, 
referring  to  them  in  detail,  is   to  point  out,  that 
Court  cannot  give  the  Plaintiff  the  relief  he  seeks,  w 
out  deciding,  in  his  favour  and  against  the  Defend 
various  collateral  questions  of  considerable  nicety 
difficulty  as  to  the  right  to  the  estate ;   questions 
now  properly  ripe  for  decision,  and  which  will  or  i^ 
hereafter  have  to  be  tried  at  Law  or  in  this  Court. 
give  the  Plaintiff  the  production  he  seeks,  involves  5 
pliedly  a  decision,  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  interests 
claims.     It  is,  in   effect,   to  decide   incidentally  tb  < 
questions,  in  a  manner  to  conclude  no  one,  but  in  a 
which  may  prejudice  rights  hereafter  to  arise  and  to 
determined.     I  repeat  my  opinion,  that  in  a  clear  c^ 
the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  such  production ;  but  that:' 
the  case  be  not  clear,  this  Court  will  not  give  him  t 
relief  through  the  incidental  decision  of  collateral  poii& 
but  will  leave  him  to  establish  his  right  to  the  estate, 
the  proper  time   and   in    the   proper  manner.     If   ^» 
matter  were  now   ripe  for  decision,   if   the  time  hi^ 
come,  when,  according  to  the  PlaintifTs  contention  , 
riorht,  he  would  be  entitled  to  the  enjoyment  of  '^ — 
property  in  possession,  and  if  the  Plaintiff  were  r».^^ 
seeking  to  obtain  that  possession,  and  the  case  wer^ 
circumstanced,  that  this  Court  was  the  proper  tribim  "^ 
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to  give  the  Plaintiff  such  possession,  if  all  this  were  the  1856. 
CBse,  then,  as  the  property  is  claimed  adversely  to  him, 
the  production  and  inspection  of  the  deeds  and  docu- 
cnents  relating  to  that  property  could  only  be  given  inci-  Earl  of 
dentally  to  and  consequent  upon  his  obtaining  a  decree 
t^  recover  the  estate.  But  here  the  production  and  in- 
spection are  required,  while  his  right  to  the  estate  itself 
id  a  matter  hereafter  to  be  determined,  that  right  being 
crontested,  and  the  period  for  deciding  it  not  having 
arrived.  This  alone  would  be  sufficient  to  induce  me  to 
dismiss  this  bill,  so  far  as  these  are  concerned. 

But  the  questions  which  spring  out  of  the  clauses  of 
forfeiture  are  not  the  only  obstacles  which  present  them- 
selves in  the  way  of  the  Plaintiff.    Another  difficulty  of 
A  serious  character  presents  itself  in  the  construction  of 
the    mortgage  deed  itself,  under  which  he  claims.    The 
question  is,  whether  the  deed,  being  wholly  silent  re- 
specting  the   interest  of  Lord    Huntingtower  in   any 
^»t«ites  other  than   those   devised  by  the  will  of  his 
e^^widfather,  and   the   Plaintiff,  at   least,  if  not  both 
P^^'^ies  to  it,  being  ignorant  of  Lord  Huntingtower* s  in- 
^^'^^t  in  any  other  property,  the  general  words,  "  either 
^^^U^r  the  will  of  Sir  William  ToUemache,  or  otherwise 
**^^soever,"  to  which  I  have  already  pointedly  called 
^^^^ntion,  passed  the  interest  of  Lord  Huntingtower  in 
^■*i^  property,  assuming  no  forfeiture  to  have  occurred. 
^"^la  is  a  point  which   was  argued    at   considerable 
■^rigth  qh  both  sides.    Conflicting  decisions  are  cited 
^     maintain   the   propositions   adduced,  and    yet  the 
^^^ignees  of  Lord  Huntingtower,  under  his  bankruptcy, 
^no  are  the  persons  mainly  interested  in  the  question, 
^•^    not  before   the  Court,  to   support  their  interest, 
^ni<5h  is  in  direct  opposition  to  that  of  the  Plaintiff. 

If  my  decision  were  to  bind  the  right  to  the  estate,  I 

could 
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1865.       could  noty  with  propriety,  do  so  in  the  absence  of  ttf 
assignees.     I  think  that  I  am  equally  precluded  froc 
giving  an  incidental  decision  against  them,  by  coi 
pelling  the  Defendant,  in  their  absence,  to  produce  thK~S 
documents  of  title  relating  to  the  estate  in  which  the/*=» 
claim  to  be  interested.    The  same  principle,  therefoi 
is  involved  here,  which,  under  the  clauses  of  forfeitu: 
induced  me  to  hold,  that  the  Plaintiff  must  establis 
his  right  to  the  property  before  he  seeks  for  productio 
of  the  title  deeds,  with  this  additional  impediment,  thsB 
the  adverse  claimants  are  absent. 

If  the  suit  instituted  by  the  Plaintiff  and  the  d< 
obtained  by  him  for  enforcement  of  his  mortgage 
curity  had  determined  his  right  to  the  estate,  the 
would  have  been  different,  but  this  is  not  so.     The  bi 
was  filed  on  the  14th  of  Jwm^  1842,  the  prayer  w) 
confined  to  asking  an  account  of  what  was  due  oa  tbrS 
mortgage  security,  and  for  obtaining  a  sale  of  the  ii^  ^ 
terest  of  Lord  Huntingtower  in  the  estates  devised  by  UiHK 
will  of  Sir  William  ToUemache^  and  the  decree,  dai 
the  12th  of  July,  1846,  is  confined  to  that  estate.     O 
the  18th  of  November,  1846,  the  Master  found  8,234 
4^.  \\d.  to  be  the  amount  due,  and  the  cause  then  ca 
on  to  be  heard  on  further  directions,  on  the  23rd 
February,  1847,  when  a  decretal  order  was  made,  n 
confined  to  that  estate,  but  directing  a  sale  of  the  in^  — 
terest  of  Lord  Huntingtower  in  all  and  singular  the  rea^  ^ 
and  personal  estates  comprised  in  or  subject  to  the  saic^ 
indenture  of  mortgage  of  the  18th  of  November,  1841* 
This,  therefore,  even  if  the  last  order  be  not  to  be  inter- 
preted by  the  prayer  of  the  bill  and  the  prior  decree, 
leaves  the  matter  exactly  as  jt  stood  before ;  and,  indeed, 
if  it  were  not,  the  argument  adduced  to  me  would  have 
been  superfluous. 
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The  case  of  Lord  Lempster  v.  Lord  Pomfret  (a),  lays  1865. 
do^vn,  that  the  Court  has  a  discretion  in  these  mat- 
ters relative  to  production  of  deeds  and  muniments 
of*  title,  so  far,  at  least,  as  regards  father  and  son, 
and  which,  if  it  exist  between  them,  must  extend  to 
persons  claiming  under  the  son.  My  opinion  is,  that, 
exercising  the  best  judgment  I  can,  this  is  not  a  case  in 
'^^hicb  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled,  in  the  present  condition 
of  afiairs,  to  any  production  or  inspection  of  the  deeds 
relating  to  the  estates  included  in  the  settlement,  or  in 
the  will  oi  December,  1804. 

The  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  production  of  the  deeds 

o^  the  property  devised  by  Sir  William  ToUemache,  and 

*>^ay  have  a  decree  for  that  purpose ;  but,  as  this  was 

>^ot  opposed  prior  to  the  institution  of  this  suit,  and  as 

^bis  suit  has  been  occasioned  by  his  seeking  to  obtain 

^^■■oduction  of  the  deeds,  to  which  he  is  not,  in  my 

pinion,  entitled,  he  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit  up 

c^nd  including  the  hearing. 

(a)  Ambler,  154;  1  Dickent,  238. 
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^pril  19.  ARMSTRONG  v.  BURNET. 

May  7,  8. 

Specific  legar  HpHE  question  in  this  case  wa^,  whether  a  call  ov^ 

Tabii;;  ^     shares  in  a  banking  company,  made  five  years  - 

company,  held  after  the  testator's  death,  was  payable  out  of  his  re- 

the  calls  made  siduary  estate,  or  by  the  specific  legatees  of  the  shares. 

subsequent  to 

the  testator's 

death.  The  testator,  by  his  will,  "  gave  all  his  shares  in  the 

bltw^"nthe      ^Northumberland  and  Durham  District  Banking  Corn- 
cases  in  which  pany,  to  his  grand  nephews  and  grand   nieces"   [de- 
tew  of  shares    scribing  them]  "  equally  to  be  divided  between  theni." 
take  cum  onert, 

which  the  ge-        The  testator  died  in  1843,  being  the  registered  pro- 

neral  personal    pnetor  of  1,180  shares  of  10/.  each,  on  which  two  instal- 

estateofthe       ^  '  .       ' 

testator  is         Dients  of  2/.  lOs.  had  been  paid.     He  was  the  original 

liable  to^pay  proprietor  of  some  of  the  shares,  and  had  executed  the 
for  the  benefit  deed  of  Settlement  in  respect  of  the  others,  which  he  had 
tees.*^  ^^*"       acquired  by  purchase.     The  legatees,  being  all  infants, 

Where  the  ^ere  incapable  of  electing  to  accept  or  decline  the 
interest  of  the  i         t        i  i         r   i      i       i  •  i 

testator  in  the  shares,  and  as,  by  the  rules  or  the  bankmg  company,  the 
subject-matter  dividends 

which  he 
professes  to 

bequeath  is  complete,  or  where  it  is  so  treated  and  considered  by  him  and  by  all  per- 
sons connected  with  it,  the  future  calls  fall  on  the  legatees  and  not  on  the  general 
personal  estate.  But  where  further  payments  are  required  to  make  perfect  the  interest 
which  the  testator  professes  specifically  to  bequeath,  then  the  general  personal  estate 
is  applicable  for  that  purpose. 

A  banking  company  was  established  in  1 836.  By  the  deed  of  settlement  5/.  per 
share  was  payable  immediately,  and  the  Directors  were  empowered,  at  an3'  time,  to 
make  a  further  call  of  5/.,  and  on  non-payment  the  shares  might  be  forfeited.  The 
shares  were  transferable,  and,  on  transfer,  the  former  proprietor  was  released.  Legatees 
and  executors  might  sell,  but  were  not  to  be  members  until  a  transfer  to  them,  and 
until  then,  were  not  entitled  to  the  current  dividends.  The  shareholders  thereby 
covenanted  to  observe  the  clauses  of  the  deed.  A  shareholder  died  in  1843,  having 
specifically  bequeathed  his  shares  to  infants.  The  executors,  in  1845,  transferred  the 
snares  into  their  own  names,  and  they  assented  to  the  legacies.  AAerwards,  in  1848, 
the  further  call  of  iil.  per  share  was  made.  Held,  that  it  was  payable  by  the  legatees 
and  not  out  of  the  testator's  residuary  estate. 
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dividends  could  not  be  paid  while  the  shares  stood  in 
the  name  of  a  deceased  person,  the  executors,  in  1846, 
trarBsferred  the  shares  into  their  own  names.  They  also 
assented  to  these  specific  legacies,  in  1847  they  paid 
the  legacy  duty  on  them,  and  they  also  received  the  divi- 
dends. 

<A.tthe  testator's  death,  seven  years  had  elapsed  since 
^  ^y  call  had  been  made,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  one 
^^^a-s  expected  to  be  made  ;  but  in  October,  1848,  (five 
ye«n-«  after  the  testator's  death,)  a  further  call  of  6/.  per 
®h«-r-c  was  made,  amounting  on  these  shares  to  6,900/. 
^'hi^  was  payable  by  three  instalments,  with  an  option 
^f  paying  the  whole  at  once,  on  certain  terms  considered 
**^  l>^  beneficial  to  the  holders  of  shares.  The  executors 
^^^TT'cwed  6,000/.  for  that  purpose,  and  paid  the  whole 
^alls  at  once.  They  received  altogether  6,953/.  for 
^iv-icJends  on  the  shares  subsequent  to  the  testator's 
^^«.t.h.  In  1863,  the  executors  paid  off  the  loan  of 
&,OO0i 

"X^lie  shares  had  fluctuated  in  value,   and,   though 

^oi-tJi  8,260/.  at  the  testator's  death,  their  value,  at 

P'^scnt,  after  paying  the  call  of  6/.  per  share,  did  not 

^^o^ed  the  same  sum.     Under  these  circumstances,  the 

^S^tees,  on  the  one  hand,  insisted,  that  the  call  of  6/. 

^^^»  payable  out  of  the  testator's  residuary  estate.     On 

*^^  other  hand,  the  residuary  legatees  contended,  that 

^^  call  ought  to  be  borne  by  the  legatees  of  the  shares. 

'"'^is  suit  was,  in  consequence,  instituted  by  an  executor, 

^  l^ave  the  rights  of  the  parties  ascertained. 

^t*1ie  argument  principally  turned  on  the  effect  of  the 

^^^^  of  settlement,  to  the  provisions  of  which  it  is  now 

^^i^ssary  to  advert  in  some  detail.     This  banking  com- 

t^xiy  was  established  in  1836,  under  the  Banking  Act, 

7  Geo.  4, 
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1866. 


7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  and  by  the  deed  of  settlement,  d 
the  Ist  of  July,  1836^   made  between  the  directoi 
the  first  part,  the  registered  public  officers  of  the  sec 
party  the  trustees  of  the  third  part,  and  the  sharehold 
of  the  fourth  part     After  the  usual  provisions  for  es 
blishing  the  company,  the  8th  clause  provided  for 
entry  in  the  "  Shareholders'   Register"   book   of 
names,  &c.  of  the  shareholders. 


"  The  personal  representatives  or  legatees  of 
shareholder  who  should  die"  were  to  give  notice,  i 
cifying  the  names  and  residences ;  and  the  **  Shareh< 
era'  Register"   was  to  be  conclusive  evidence  of  j> 
prietorship  on  behalf  of  the  company.     By  article 
no  shares  were  to  be  held  jointly,  except  on  trust, 
the  first-named  trustee  was  to  be  deemed  propria 
for  the  purpose  of  voting,  &c.      The   registered   f> 
prietor  was  to  be  deemed  the  beneficial  owner,  and 
company  were  not   to  be  bound  to  notice  any  tr 
or  any  gift  by  way  of  legacy,  until  the  legatee  sho 
become  a  shareholder. 


Provision  was  made  for  the  almost  immediate  f> 
ment  of  two  instalments  of  2/.  10^.,  and  the  17th  cla. 
provided,  that,  in  addition  to  this  5/.,  the  directors  sho 
have  full  power,  from  time  to  time  or  at  any  time 
call  for  and  require  the  payment,  by  each  and  ev 
shareholder,  of  the  further  sum  of  51.  in  respect 
every  share.     The  directors  were  to  have  full  power 
sue  for  such  call,  and  in  default  of  payment  to  for 
the  share. 


By  the  21st  clause,  shares  might  be  sold  with  t/) 
consent  of  the  directors,  but  if  they  refused  their  con 
sent,  they  were  bound  to  purchase. 

By 


^y 


/ 
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-Mziy  the  23rd  clause,  all  sales  and  transfers  of  any 
sh^^res^  not  made  conformably  to  the  provisions  of  the 
dG^^ml    of  settlement,  were  to  be  invalid  at  law  and  in  9. 

^TTh «  26th  clause  provided,  that  whenever  any  shares 
9h<:»«:ald  be  duly  vested  in  a  new  holder,  then,  and  not 
^^  #To  M"^,  the  future  responsibility  of  the  previous  holder 
®**oi.al<l  cease  and  determine ^  and  such  previous  holder, 
^>^<1  w\\  persons  claiming  by,  from  or  under  him,  shall 
*^^  c^:3conerated  and  released  from  all  subsequent  claims, 
^  ^  ■^CM  ^a^nds,  liabilities  and  obligations,  in  respect  of  the 
*^*^>ci  ^^  shares,  and  from  all  future  observance  and  per- 
■ov*k:k^^^q^^  of  the  covenants,  conditions,  stipulations  and 
^S*"^^ments. 


le  27th  and  28th  clauses  provided,  that  the  executor 

"^     '  ^^'gatee  of  any  deceased  shareholder  should  not  be 

*"^^^  ^mber,  but  should  be  at  liberty  either  to  sell  the 

'^  *^^BS  or  to  become  a  member  in  respect  of  such  shares, 

^     ^^S:  iving  notice  of  his  desire,  "  whereupon,  and  upon 

'^^^  irwise  complying  with  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of 

_  ^^  «ment,"  he  shall  be  admitted  and  become  a  member 

-^    ^^^e  company  in  respect  of  such  shares,  and  have 

,^^         same  transferred  into  his  name  accordingly,  and 

^  ^  1  stand  and  be  personally  charged  with  the  duties 

^^^i  liabilities  incident  to  the  ownership  of  the  same." 

^y  the  29th  clause,  the  executor,  administrator  or 

^^gatee  of  any  deceased  shareholder,  not  electing  to 

oecome  a  member,  was  not  to  be  entitled  to  receive 

any  dividend  becoming  due  after  his  title  should  have 

accrued,  but  it  was  to  remain  in  suspense,  until  a  new 

\  proprietor  should  be  substituted. 


c-i 


The  ^Oth  clause  gave  right  of  forfeiture,  in  case  of 


I 
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any  legatee  or  representative  neglecting  or  refoaing- 
execute  the  deed. 


*^ 


.^^^ 


By  the  100th  clause  the  several  persons  to  the  dec^^^|^.^e 
covenanted  with   the  others,  to  observe,  &c.  all  th5 
clauses  and  stipulations  **  which  were  or  ought  to  b^' 
observed,  &c.  by  the  covenantor,  or  his  or  her  heirs^' 
executors  or  administrators,  respectively,  in  respect  of  01 
in  relation  to  such  share  or  shares  respectively,  so  ft 
ike  time  being  remaining  part  of  his  or  her  assets,  and 
according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  same 
covenants,"  &c. 

Mr.  Toller f  for  the  Plaintiff,  stated  the  case. 

Mr.  FoUett  and  Mr.  Giffardf  for  the  speciBc  legatees, 
argued,  that  this  call  was  a  liability  of  the  testator  upon 
his  covenant,  which  his  estate  was  bound  to  discharge, 
and  referred  to  the  100th  clause  of  the  deed  for  the 
purpose  of  shewing,  that  the  testator  had  covenanted 
to  perform  the  obligations  contained  in  the  deed,  which 
included  the  payment  of  future  calls.  They  referred  to 
the  cases  of  Blount  v.  Hipkins{a)\  Jacques  v.  Cfiam- 
bers  (ft),  and  Clive  v.  Clive  (c),  as  establishing  the  right 
of  the  specific  legatees  to  have  the  call  paid  as  a  debt 
out  of  the  testator's  residuary  personal  estate. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Prior,  for  the  residuary  legatees. 
All  the  existing  liabilities  had,  at  the  testator's  death, 
been  performed.  If  the  specific  legatees  had  been  adult, 
it  would  have  been  the  duty  of  the  trustees  forthwith 
to  have  transferred  the  shares  into  the  names  of  such 
legatees,  and  all  liability  on  the  part  of  the  executors 

would 

(a)  7  5im.43.  Co*.  499. 

(6)  2  CoUtftr,  435;  4  TUiilw,  (c)  1  Kay,  600. 


Armstrong 

V, 
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^i^ould  then  have  ceased.    The  circumstance  of  their       1856. 

being  infants  cannot  alter  or  affect  their  rights,  or  in- 

crrease  or  diminish  the  extent  of  the  liability  of  the  tes- 

t.sfttor's  residuary  estate.    At  all  events,  on  the  transfer      Burnet, 

of*  the  shares  into  the  names  of  the  executors,  in  October^ 

1  846,  all  liability  ceased,  the  estate  of  the  testator  never 

l>^^raroe  liable  to  pay  the  call,  and  the  legatees  themselves 

bcive  adopted  this  act  of  the  executors.     The  case  is 

si.n&logous  to  a  bequest  of  leaseholds,  in  which  the  spe- 

crific  legatee  takes  cum  onere^  and  subject  to  the  obliga- 

'^ion  of  discharging  the  future  rent  and  of  performing 

^benceforth  the  covenants  contained  in  the  lease.     In 

^bis  case,  on  the  transfer  of  the  shares  into  the  names 

of  the  executors,  and  on  their  assenting  to  the  legacy, 

^Ime  estate  of  the  testator  became  discharged  from  all 

**'^rtlier  liability,  and  the  executors  became,  in  fact,  the 

*-*"ii8te€s   for    the    specific    legatees;    Fitzwilliams    v. 

-^^^liyia).     It  is  the  opinion  of  an  eminent  judge,  "  that 

*-**e  doctrine  has  already  been  carried  too  far;"  Barry 

-^^ording  (J).   In  Blount  v.  Hiphins  there  were  no  means 

^^'"  determining  the  liability. 

Mr.  FoUett,  in  reply.    The  transfer  by  the  executors 

■»*to  their  own  names  was  an  act  of  duty  and  necessity, 

^^^  pievent  a  forfeiture ;  they  were  entered  as  "  execu- 

^^^>"  and  therefore  the  liability  of  the  estate  continued, 

^'^^  the  shares  are  now  as  much  part  of  the  estate  of 

^««  testator  as  they  were  at  his  death.    No  act,  however, 

wne  by  the  executors  could  in  any  way  prejudice  the 

'^bts  of  infante. 

5^  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  will  look  over  the  deed 
^  authorities  before  I  decide  this  case. 

The 


W  10  Ban,  266.  (6)  1  Jona  *  Lai.  475,  490. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


Burnet.  '^^^  questions  in  this  cause  were,  whether  the 


May  7. 


ment  necessary  in  respect  of  a  call  on  certain  bankii 
shares,  specifically  bequeathed  by  the  testator,  must 
borae  by  his  general  personal  estate,  or  by  the  specii 
legatees  thereof. 


^0^% 


Although  alone  it  may  not  dispose  of  the  whole  que 
lion,  still  an  important  consideration  in  the  case  is^'  ^^ 
whether  the  liability  of  the  testator's  estate  to  the  pay-  "^<g^ 
ment  of  this  call  did  subsist  at  the  time  when  the  cal  C  -^-^ 
was  made.  I  have  not  found  any  case  in  which  th^  ^-^^ 
general  personal  estate  of  the  testator  has  been  com-.^^-^-^ 
pelled  to  bear  this  payment,  unless  where  such  liabilitj^-^'  ^ 
subsisted  at  the  time  when  the  call  was  made.     I  tbinlwB'-^^^ 

it  desirable  shortly  to  refer  to  the  reported  decisions. 

« 

The  case  of  Blount  v.  Hiphins  (a)  was  to  this  effect  i     -^^ 
— The  testator  had  taken  shares  in  the  London  and  Bir — ""^  "^ 
mingham  Railway  Company.     He  executed  a  deed  o^  ^-  -^ 
15th  of  October,  1830,  by  which  he  covenanted  to  pay^C-  ^ 
the  future  instalments  on  his  shares,  necessary  for  the^^  ^^^^ 
completion  of  the  railway  within  ten  years.     He  died 
in  1831,  and  the  act  passed  in  1833.     By  his  will  he  had 
exonerated  his   personal  estate  from  payment  of  his 
debts,  which  he  had  thrown  on  the  real  estate,  and  he 
specifically  bequeathed  these  shares  to  his  widow.     It 
was  clear  that  the  liability  of  the  estate  continued,  and 
the  Court  held,  that  the  calls  must  be  paid  out  of  the 
real  estate. 

Jacques  y.  Chambers  (b)  was  substantially  the  same 

point. 

(a)  7  Sim.  43.  (6)  2  Collyer,  435 ;  4  RaUw.  Cos.  499. 
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point.  That  case  related  to  shares  in  the  Chreat  Western 
Railway  Company^  which  had  been  specifically  be- 
qaeathedy  and  the  Court  ordered  a  sufficient  sum  to  be 
set  Apart  to  answer  the  future  calls,  to  pay  which,  tlie 
c»tate  of  the  testator,  under  his  covenant,  remained 
liable. 

dive  V.  Clive(a)  was  to  the  same  effect.  The  testa- 
tor   had  bequeathed   the  interest  and  annual  income 

arising  from  all  his  shares  in  the  Peninsular  and 
^^iental  Steam  Navigation  Company,  and  from  his 
-^^tningham  Gas  shares,  to  his  wife  for  her  life,"  and 
^ftep  her  death  or  marriage,  he  gave  it  over  to  other 
persons.  The  calls,  which  were  a  liability  of  the  tes- 
^^tor^s  estate,  were  ordered  to  be  paid  out  of  that 
^«tate. 

JWarshall  v.  HolUncay  (b)  was  a  case  in  which  the 
^^^tator  had  entered  into  a  covenant  to  erect  buildings  on 
^*  leasehold  estate.  This  leasehold  estate  he  specifically 
^^"^^^Qeathed  to  his  daughter  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
^er  children.  It  was  held,  that  the  personal  estate  roust 
^^^Br  the  expense  of  performing  the  covenant. 

Wright  v.  Warren  (c)  was  a  similar  case,  and  there 

**^e  Vice-chancellor  reluctantly  followed  Blount  v. 

-^iphins.     It  appears  from  the  Master's  report,  that 

^e  testator's  estate  was  liable  to  pay  all  these  calls, 

^^oept  calls  on  five  shares  in  a  chartered  gas  company, 

but  no  distinction  seems  to  have  been  raised  on  this 

^^bject  or  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  the  Court, 

^'^d  it  is  to  be  observed,  in  this  case,  that,  although  the 

*^tator  had  twenty  shares  in  the  London  and  West- 

••**«/«•  Bank,   of  lOOZ.  each,    on  which  shares  only 

20/. 
C«)   lay,  600.        (6)  5  Sim.  196.        (c)  i  De  G.  ^  Sm.  367. 
'^OX.  XX.  F  P 
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1866.  20/.  each  bad  been  paid,  and  that  80/.  on  eaoh  abare 
might  Atill  be  called  for,  nevcrtbeless  the  Court  did  not 
set  apart  any  fund  to  meet  that  poaaible  future  liability. 


Armstromo 

V. 

Burnet. 


In  Barrjf  v.  Harding  {a),  Lord  8l  Leonards  beld, 
that  the  specific  legatee  of  leaseholds  was  not  liable  to 
pay  the  amount  due  from  the  testator,  at  his  decease, 
for  head  rents,  respecting  which  there  ooald  be  no  ques- 
tion, but  he  shewed  no  disposition  to  eztand  the  doc- 
trine of  Blount  V.  Hipkins. 

The  case  of  FUzwiUiafM  v«  Kelfyib)  appewa  to  me 
to  lay  down  a  principle  and  draw  a  valuable  distinction 
affecting  this  subject.     In  that  case,  leaseholds  were 
devised,  a  fine  was  payable  in  respect  of  the  admiaiion 
of  trustees,  which  had  become  necessary  during  the  life 
of  the  testatrix ;  it  was  held  that  this  was  payable  outS^ 
of  the  general  personal  estate.    But  another  fine 
also  payable,  in  respect  of  the  admission  of  trualees. 
which  became  necessary  after  the  death  of  the  testatrix 
and  it  was  held,  that  this  latter  fine  was  properly  payable 
by  the  devisees.    That  the  devisees  of  leasehold  eatal 
take  the  property  cum  omre  cannot  be  doubted;  ba 
that  case  establishes,  that  although  every  thing  that  is 
due  from  the  testator  at  his  death  must  be  paid  out 
his  residuary  personal  estate,  yet  that  what  may  becom»^ 
due  subsequently  to  his  death  is  not  so  paymblei  all 
though,  by  reason  of  his  covenant,  his  personal  e8tai»>«^^ 
may  remain  liable  thereto,  so  far  as  regards  the  oov< 
nantee,  but  that  this  amount  is  properly  payable  by  th 
devisee  of  the  leasehold  interest. 


A  distinction  is,  I  think,  to  be  found  (although 
haps  not  very  clearly  defined  in  these  decisions)  betwe^^-^^ 

sucr'fc 
(a)  1  Jona  4*  Lat.  475.  (6)  10  Uttf.  266.  i 
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such  dises  as  those  of  Blount  v.  HipkitiB  and  Jacques        1866. 

V*  Chambers,  and  such  a  case  as  the  present.     In  those 

tivo  cases  the  testator  had  contracted  to  take  shares  in 

a-  railway,  to  acquire  a  title  to  which  the  whole  amount 

of  each  share  subscribed  would  be  required.     It  seems 

^  me  that  it  is  reasonable  to  assume,  that  the  testator 

''^tended  to  give  the  whole  share  for  which  he  had 

subscribed  to  his  legatee,  and  that  the  accident  of  hiis 

^^^t.b  occurring  sooner  or  later  ought  not  to  affect  this 

^^^qtaest.     But  in  other  cases,  the  full  amount  of  the 

sni^x«^  subscribed  for  is  not  intended  to  be  paid  or  eX- 

P^<5^d  to  be  required.    The  first  payment  is  supposed 

^^   l>€  also  the  last,  and  the  testator  sees  no  prospect  of 

^•^y  ftirther  liability  at  his  decease.    The  common  in- 

^^i:^ce  of  a  company  for  insumnce  will  illustrate  my 

'^^^.ning.    In  these  cases,  the  shares  subscribed  for  may 

"^      100/.  each;  this  amount  is  specified  to  meet  the 

liaV^iiity  which  the  company  may  possibly  incur;  6/.  per 

•h^re  is  paid  up,  the  company  goes  on  realizing  large 

P'^fits,  which  are  divided^  year  after  year,  in  the  shape  of 

^*^dends;  many  years  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  in 

^^*^«equencc  of  some  great  and  unforeseen  loss,  a  further 

^^H  becomes  necessary ;  the  estate  of  the  testator  still 

^ootinucB  liable  under  his  covenant,  but  it  may,  I  think, 

^    Treasonably  doubted,  whether  the  rule  laid  down  in 

~fcimf  V.  HipkijiS  could  be  applied  to  such  a  case.     If 

*^  ^^ere  to  arise,  I  do  not  apprehend  that  the  learned 

^^ges  who  decided  Blount  v.  Hipkins  and  Jacques  r. 

^^€imbers  intended  to  lay  down  that  the  rule  applied  to 

^very  case  of  calls  made  after  the  death  of  the  testator. 

^^  Vfhich  his  estate  continued  liable,  whatever  might  be 

^^  circumstances  under  which  the  original  shares  were 

^ken.    It  is,  I  think,  on  this  distinction  alone,  that  the 

^•^ssion  of  the  Court  to  provide  for  the  possibility  of 

^i^er  calls  on  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank 

•*^^rcB,  in  Wr^ht  v.  Warren,  can  be  explained, 

P  F  2  Both 
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1866.  B^^h  the  elements  which  I  have  noticed  as  affecting 

the  decisions  to  which  I  have  referred,  appear  to  me  to 
exist  in  the  present  case  in  favour  of  the  residuary  ^ 

BusNET.      legatees.    In  the  first  place,  in  my  opinion,  in  the  case  ^ 

before  me,  when  this  call  was  made,  the  liability  of  the  ^ 

testator's  estate  to  pay  the  amount  due  in  respect  thereof  ^i 

did  not  exist.     I  think  that  this  is  established  by  the  ^^> 

clauses  of  the  deed,  which  establishes  the  company,  com*  ^^ 

bined  with  the  acts  of  the  parties  themselves.   The  17th  ""'^^* 

clause  provided,  that  a  further  sum  of  5/.  per  share  might         ^    ^^ 
be  called  for,  and,  by  the  110th  clause,  the  testator        -^J^^ 
covenanted  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors  and  admini- 


strators,  to  perform  and  fulfil  all  the  covenants,  clauses    ^^^^^ 
and  stipulations  contained  in  the  deed,  and  wJiich  ought  ^^M^t 
to  be  performed  by  him  in  respect  of  his  shares.    Under  *»^,er 
these  clauses,  I  think  that  the  testator's  estate  was,  hUMjt^  at 
his  death,  liable  to  pay  the  call  of  5/.  per  share,  when —  jrimn- 
ever  that  call  should  be  made,  and  that  this  liability  con — ifso- 
tinned  until  the  shares  were  transferred  out  of  his  name^.ciid 
into  that  of  some  other  person. 

By  the  25th  clause,  on  the  transfer  of  shares  to  a  frestC^^l^ 
holder,  the  liability  of  the  former  holder  ceases.    Thi^  v  -^^ 
transfer  may,  under  the  provisions  of  the  deed,  tak^  -^^    ^ 
place  in  one  of  two  methods.    First,  it  may  take  plac^  - 
by  transfer  to  a  purchaser,  for  which  purpose  variouat- 
rules  and  restrictions  are  imposed  by  the  deed,  bu^' 
9  which,  as  they  do  not  apply  to  this  case,  I  pass  over,  oi 
it  may  take  place  by  transfer  into  the  name  of  the  legaF  - 
personal  representative,  under  the  28th  section. 

The  executors,  in  this  case,  thought  fit  to  avail  tbem-^ 
selves  of  this  clause,  and  in  April,  1846,  before  an; 
call  had  been  made  or  even  contemplated  by  the  coi 
pany,  these  shares  were  transferred  to  the  execoton.^ 
By  this  act  they  did,  in  my  opinion,  make  tbemselvi 

tmsi 
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trustees  for  the  legatees,  who  were  then  all  infants. 
The  infants  on  attaining  twenty-one  adopt  this  act,  and 
claim  the  legacy.  The  effect  of  this,  in  my  opinion,  is 
exactly  the  same  as  if  these  shares  had,  at  that  time, 
l>een  transferred  to  other  persons,  in  trust  for  the  lega- 
tees, or  as  if  the  legatees,  having  attained  twenty-one, 
the  transfer  had  then  been  made  to  them,  personally,  in 
the  proper  proportions. 

It  is  material  to  considA  this  transfer  in  two  points 

^^  ^ew;   first,  as  regards  the  company  itself;  and 

^^^otidly,  as  regards  the  persons  interested  under  the 

stater's  estate.    As  regards  the  company,  the  execu- 

^^^   had,  by  this  transfer,  become  shareholders,  and 

"^y  were  personally  liable  to  pay  these  calls  to  the 

^^napany,  whether  the  testator's  estate  was  solvent  or 

**^«olvent.    The  assets  of  the  testator  were  no  longer 

'i^ble  to  make  these  payments.    I  hold  it  to  be  clear, 

^*^<ier  this  deed,  that  the  Directors,  having  permitted 

*^^  transfer,  the  estate  of  the  testator  was  thereby  dis- 

^"a.rged  from  all  farther  liability  to  the  company,  how- 

^^^r  ample  that  estate  might  have  been,  and  although 

*^^  executors  personally  might  be  unable  to  pay. 

The  liability  to' pay  the  call  subsequently  made,  there- 

^^*^,  cannot  be  treated  as  one  of  the  liabilities  which 

^  ^^ched  to  the  testator's  estate.     It  was  not  a  debt  due 

^Om   dim .  he  had  entered  into  a  covenant  to  pay  a 

^^tiire  call  of  fi/.  per  share  on  his  shares  only  so  long 

^  they  remained  untransferred  from  his  name  into  that 

^^  Some  other  person.    The  cases  therefore  of  Blount  v. 

^^^^phms  and  Jacques  v.  Chambers  do  not  apply. 

As  between  the  persons  interested   under  the  tes- 

^^t's  will,  I  think  that  this  call  must  be  borne  by  the 

^S^tees  and  not  by  the  general  personal  estate.    As 

the 
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the  payment  of  the  call  could  not  have  been  enforced 
by  the  company  against  the  general  personal  estate  of 
the  testator,  the  liability  of  the  general  personal  estate 
to  bear  this  payment,  or  in  other  words  to  exonerate  the 
trustees  from  the  payment  thereof,  if  at  all,  can  arise 
only  by  reason  of  some  intimation  of  an  inteotioa  to 
that  effect,  to  be  gathered  from  the  will  of  the  testator. 
But  nothing  of  that  sort  is  to  be  found  in  it ;  on  the 
contrary,  the  intention  fairly  attributable  to  the  testator 
is,  that  the  legatees  should  take  their  legacies  cum  anere, 
and  this  is  one  of  the  burdens  incidental  to  the  gift. 


In  Blount  v.  Hiphins  and  Jacques  ¥•  CkamherSf  I 
apprehend,  that  the  Court  would  not  have  directed  j 
payment,  out  of  the  general  personal  estate,  of  any  ^ 
calls  which  had  been  made  after  the  full  payment  of  all^ 
that  was  due  on  each  share  (assuming  that  any  suchc. 
call  could  have  been  made),  and  after  the  transfer  ol^ « 
the  shares  to  the  legatees.  If  this  were  not  so,  it  wouli 
seem  to  me  to  follow,  that  if  a  testator  had  specificall; 
bequeathed  shares  in  a  company  to  one,  who  got  thei 
transferred  into  his  own  name,  and  that  company  after- 
wards failed,  and  thereupon  a  contribution  were  requii 
ill  respect  of  the  share  so  bequeathed,  then  that  in  sucll 
a  case  the  testator's  general  personal  estate  would  b» 
liable  to  pay  such  contribution.  This  is  not,  I  thinl 
the  effect  of  the  decisions  or  of  the  law. 


»  of 

'  Id 

Jy 
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It  was  argued,  however,  with  great  force,  that  th> 
mere  fact  of  the  transfer  to  the  executors  cannot  all 
the  right  between  themselves  and  the  persons  interested 
in  the  testator*s  estate,  and  that,  to  peiinit  such  transfc 
to  have  such  an  effect,  would  be  to  enable  the  executoi 
by  favour  or  caprice,  to  alter  the  rights  of  the  parti 
and  the  disposition  of  the  testator's  will.     I  do  n 
adopt  that  argument  to  its  full  extent ;  though  generalT; 

tna^. 
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true,  it  is  liable  to  many  qualifications ;  but  adopting  it        1865. 

in  tb^  prasent  case,  for  the  purpose  of  the  argumentSi  I 

still  remain  of  opinion,  that  this  is  a  burden  to  be  borne 

by  the  legatee.     I  am  disposed  to  believe,  that  the  dis-      Bubnit, 

tinatioq  irhicb  regulates  these  cases  is  that  which  I  have 

l>erore  referred  to,  as  being  indistinctly  admitted  in  some 

oF  the  cases  cited,  and  particularly  in  the  case  of  Wtighi 

v-.    JVarren^  and  I  think  that  the  distinction  is  involved 

ix^  the  answer  to  this  question  :-«-was  the  subject-matter 

of   the  testator's  bequest  complete  in  itself  when  the 

becjuest  took  effect  ?     In  Blount  v.  Hipkins  and  Jacques 

^.    CAambers  the  testator  bequeathed  shares  in  a  com- 

pajiy  to  be  formed,  the  shares  and  the  interest  of  tjie 

testator  in  them  were  not  complete,  and  therefore  the 

lia.bility  he  was  under  to  complete  his  interest  therein 

^11   on  his  general  personal  estate.     This  seems  to  me 

^Iso   to  be  the  principle  of  the  decision  in  Marshall  v. 

^3'€>llcwayf  and  also  in  Fitzwilliams  v.  Kelly,     Where 

t-he    interest  of   the    testator,   in    the    subject-matter 

^oich  he  professes  to  bequeath,  is  complete,  or  where 

'^     is   so   treated   and   considered   by  him  and   by  all 

Persons  unconnected  with  it,  as  in  the  case  suggested 

^^  &  share  in  an  insurance  company,  I  think  that  the 

^^Ure  calls  fall  on  the  legatee  and  not  on  the  general 
'^^•'•oiial  estate;  but  where  further  payments  are  re- 
M^ired  to  make  perfect  the  interest  which  the  testator 
■^■"ofessea  specifically  to  bequeath,  then,  I  think,  that 

^^     general    personal    estate   is    applicable    for  that 

To  apply  this  to  the  present  ease :  if  the  transfer  hp.d 

^^t  takea  place  to  the  executors,  I  should  still  be  of 

opinion  that  the  burden  of  paying  this  call  must  fall  on 

^^  legatees.     But  if  this  call  had  been  contemplated 

^'fore  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  had  been  required 

^    Qiake  his  interest  in  that  share  complete  (as,  for 

instance, 
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instance,  if  the  further  call  were  required  before  the 
company  could  be  worked,  or  before  any  diTideiids 
could  be  paid),  then  I  should  have  been  of  opinion  that 
the  general  personal  estate  of  the  testator  oogbt  to  bare 
borne  the  expense  of  these  calls.  This  distinction  may 
possibly  give  rise  to  some  difficulty  and  some  nicety  in 
some  cases,  but  not,  I  think,  an  insurmountable  one. 
Whether  however  this  be  so  or  not,  it  appears  to  me  to 
be  a  reasonable  principle,  and  one  by  which  all  the 
decisions  on  this  subject  may  be  reconciled. 


The  result  is,  that  in  my  opinion  this  call  of  6/*  P^i>^^^_^ 
share  piost  be  borne  by  the  legatees  of  the  bankin^^^ 
shares,  and  that  the  residuary  legatees  are  exoneratec^K^^^^^^ 
from  all  contribution  in  respect  of  it. 


."^ 


Mtty  2. 

A  nuhpanu 
duces  tecum 
to  produce  and 
testify  at  the 
liearing  will 
not  be  issued 
except  to  the 
extent  of  the 
old  practice. 

The  lien  of 
a  solicitor  on 
documents 
does  not  re- 
lieve him  from 
the  necessity  of 
producing 
them  for  the 
purposes  of 
evidence  at 
the  instance  of 
third  parties. 


HOPE  V.  LIDDELL. 

Tl/rR.  CLIPPERTON,  a  solicitor,  was  served  wi^ 
''^•^   a  subpcsna,  on  behalf  of  the  three  Defendants, 
produce  a  deed  before  the  Examiner.    He  attended, 
refused  to  produce  it,  on  the  ground  that  be  had  a  lien 
it  for  the  costs  of  its  preparation.    The  deed  had 
prepared  by  him  for  Benjamin  Norton^  deceased, 
neither  of  the  three  Defendants,  on  whose  behalf  the  pi 
duction  was  sought,  was  his  representative.    Applicatii 
was  then  made  to  the  Record  and  Writ  Clerk  to  seal 
subposna  duces  tecum  to  attend  the  Court  at  the 
of  the  cause  and  produce  the  deed,  but  he  declined 
seal  such  subpcsna  without  the  order  of  the  Court. 


-to 


Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr»  Amphlett  now  moved  tk3^^^ 
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the  Record  and  Writ  Clerk  might  be  directed  to  seal        ng^ 
the  subpoena. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  Record  and  Writ  Clerk  right.  There  is 
no  power  under  the  old  practice,  it  is  only  under  the 
new  practice.  You  may  either  proceed  under  the  old 
practice  or  the  new.  The  old  practice  is  this : — ^you 
obtain  an  order  to  examine  witnesses  to  prove  a  deed 
viva  voce  at  the  hearing.  You  then  obtain  a  subpama 
duces  tecum  to  produce  and  prove  it,  and  you  serve  the 
witness.  When  he  attends,  the  only  question  you  can 
ask  is,  'Ms  that  your  name  and  handwriting/'  and  if  he 
refuses  to  produce,  you  are  stopped.  Under  the  new 
practice  the  Court,  if  it  sees  fit  so  to  do,  may  require 
the  production  and  oral  examination  of  a  witness,  but 
1  shsdl  not  order  the  production  and  examination  of 
witnesses  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause  without  special 
reason,  unless  it  be  shewn  that  it  cannot  be  done 
l)efore  (a). 


Mr.  jR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Amphlett  now  moved,  that  May  8. 
Mr.  Clipperton  might  be  ordered,  at  his  own  expense, 
to  produce  the  deed  before  the  Examiner,  and  pay  the 
costs.  They  relied  on  Brassington  v.  Brassington  (i) 
as  being  a  case  in  point,  and  argued  that  a  solicitor 
could  not,  on  the  ground  of  lien,  deprive  a  party  of  the 
evidence  necessary  to  prove  his  case. 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Edmond  Jamee^  contri,  for  Mr. 

Clipperton,    A  solicitor  is  not  bound  to  produce  any 

document 

(a)  See  Griffith  v.    RickeUt,  v.  Budget,  1  Atk.  443;  15  &  16 

7  Hare,  p.  301 ;  Mayv,  Biggen-  Vict.  c.  86,  8.  39  ;  Ordines  Can. 

den,  1  SmaU  if  G,  133 ;  Smith't  293,  339. 

Prac,  245, 255 (5th  edit);  Gravei  (6)  1  S'm.  4*  ^u.  465. 
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1855.       documeDt  until  his  lien  for  preparing  ft  is  discharged. 

^'^N^V      This  was  decided  by  Vice-Chancellor  Wigram  in  QriffUh 
^^  V.  Ricketts  (a),  who  refused  to  order  a  solicitor,  claiming 

LiDDBij..  a  lien  on  a  deed,  to  produce  it,  observing  **  that  such  an 
order  would  not  be  made  as  against  a  mortgagee,  and 
the  case  of  a  lien  was,  in  substance,  the  same/'  The 
solicitar  has  the  same  rights  as  a  mortgagee,  and  onght 
not  to  be  compelled  to  produce  a  deed  prepared  by  him 
until  it  has  been  paid  for.     A  solicitor's  lien  would  be  ^sm- 

nugatory  if  he  were  ordered  to  produce  the  documents  jbi4 

whenever  required.      Thompson  v.  Motelejf  {b).  In  ike  ^^e 

matter  of  ike  Oxford  and  Worcester  Extension,  &c.  RaiU  «--  .* 

way  Company  (c)  were  also  cited. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Clipperton  is  bound  to  pro-  

duce  the  deed.    The  lien  of  a  solicitor  entitles  him  to  ^^ 

retain  documents  on  which  he  has  a  lien  against  all  the  '^ 

world,  and   I  have  always  expressed  an  anxiety  to  pre- 

serve  to  solicitors  the  benefit  of  their  lien,  but  there  is  * 

a  marked  distinction  between  a  production  of  documents 

for  the  purposes  of  evidence,  and  taking  them  out  of  a 

solicitor's  possession. 

A  solicitor's  lien  must  be  the  same,  whether  he  is  the 
solicitor  in  the  cause  or  is  a  mere  witness,  and  in  a 
cause  it  is  a  matter  of  daily  experience,  notwithstand- 
ing a  solicitor  has  a  lien  on  the  papers  in  the  cause,  to 
compel  their  production.  Why  should  his  rights  in 
respect  of  his  lien  be  different  when  he  is  called  upon 
as  a  witness,  to  produce  papers  in  his  possession  for  the 
purposes  of  justice  ?   The  only  question  now  is,  whether 

the 

(a)  7  Hare,  p.  303.  (c)  1  Ve  G.  ^  Sm.  788* 

(6)  5  Car.  ^  P,  501. 
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th^    1  man  of  a  solicitor  on  a  deed  can  entitle  him  to  pre-        IggS. 
▼enx^:.     its  being  given  in  evidence  in  this  cauae,  I  thiqk      ^-^v-^^ 

LiDDELL. 


lere  is  a  marked  difference  between  the  rights  of  a 

Baox-tgagee  and   that  of  a  solicitor  having  a  lien  on 

P^T^^vs.     The  mortgagee  has  no  lien  on  the  deeds;  he 

has    ^  charge  on  the  land.     At  law,  he  is  the  owner  of 

^'^^      estate,  the  deeds  evidence   his   title    to   the  pro- 

P^^^y,  and  the  Courtf  therefore,  will  never  compel  him 

to     i3m-oduce  the  evidence  of  his  title,  until  his  claims 

ha-v^    been  paid.     But  a  lien  on  deeds  does  not  aflt^t, 

**^^      is   not  a  charge  upon,  the  property;    it  affects 

^^^'^ly  the  parchment  or  paper  which  happens  to  be  in 

•^     fci^nds.     Lord  Lyndhurst  thought  that  the  lien  on 

^  ^^>coment  was  no  reason  why  It  ought  not  to  be  pro- 

^-^Ci^ci    for  the  purposes  of  justice  at  the  trial ;  and  Sir 

^^^'^      Leach,  in  Brassington  v.  Brasnngton,  compelled 

^^^J  i  Ciitor  to  produce  documents  on  which  he  had  a  lien 

**    ^1^«  purposes  of  evidence.    The  case  of  the  Oxford 

^^       ^Vorcester  Railway   Company  was  very  different; 

^^      the  order  was  for  the  delivery  up  of  the  papers, 

,      •^^X^  is  a  different  and  distinct  matter.     It  is  obvious 

,         ^        no  order  for  the  delivery  up  of  the  documents  c^n 

^^^^^sde,  but  it  is  the  right  of  the  parties,  and  essential 

^      '^V^^  due  administration  of  justice,  to  haveitinevi- 

•    ^^^^^,   and    I  am  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Clipperton  is 

^^^"^^d  to  produce  this  deed  before  the  Examiner.     I 

"^  *   however,  of  opinion  that  he  is  justified  in  saying 

^     ^Jvill  not  part  with  it. 

No  costii* 


XoTB.—  An  order  vas  drawn  up  directing  Mr.  Clipperton  to  produ<*e 
^^ledeed.  He  nticnded  tbc  £xaminpr  (June  7th)  and  produced  it,  but 
declined  to  allow  it  to  be  looked  at  by  ihe  parties  until  bis  lien  had  been 
satisfied.  A  motion  was  made  to  commit  him  (June  12th).  The  Mfif  ter 
of  the  Rolls  observed,  that  Mr.  Clipperton  had  misunderstood  bis  orderi 
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for,  though  he  did  not  intend  that  the  deed  should  not  be  taken 
him,  he  meant  that  the  contents  of  the  deed  should  be  read,  otbe 
the  order  would  be  nugatoir.    He  directed  the  motion  to  stand 
on  Mr.  Clipperton  undertakmg  to  move  before  the  Court  of  A;  ^ 
discharge  the  order  of  the  8th  of  Mm.    On  appeal,  the  order *of 
Master  of  the  RoUs  was  affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices  on  the 
June,  IS55. 


ESSEX  V.  ESSEX. 

JYILLIAM  ESSEX  and  his  brother  Tk(ma$ 

were  seised  in  fee  of  some  freehold  messuages 
Stanhope  Street,  and  entitled  to  certain  leaseholds  tbei 
which  they  derived  under  the  will  of  their  feitber.    Th^ 
agreed  by  deed  to  become  partners  in  the  business  of 
jrears,  and  that  curriers  and  tanners,  for  a  term  of  fourteen  years  from 
the  1st  o{  January,  1837,  and  to  carry  it  on  upon  these 


May  2, 
Two  persons 
seised  of  free- 
holds agreed  to 
carry  on  busi- 
ness in  part- 
nership upon 
the  premises 
for  fourteen 


m 


during  that 
term,  the  sur- 
vivor should 
purchase  the 
freeholds  at  a 
stated  price. 
The  fourteen 
years  having 
expired,  they, 
by  parol  agree- 
ment, con- 
tinued the 
partnership 
"  on  the  old 


premises,  which  were  fitted  for  that'purpose. 

The  partnership  deed  contained  a  clause,  which,  as 
far  as  is  material,  was  as  follows : — 


''  In  case  either  of  the  said  parties  shall  depart  this  life 
during  the  said  copartnership  term,  the  said  copartner- 
ship shall  wholly  cease,  and  the  surviving  partner  shall 
terras^."*  °One    Purchase  and  take  all  the  share,  estate,  right,  title  and 

afterwards        interest  of  the  deceased  partner  of  and  in  the  said  free- 
died  intestate.     ,    ,  ,  ,  .  -kt       ^^        ^  i^n    e%        * 
Held,  that  the  hold  messuages  and  premises,  iNos.27  and  28,  Stanhope 

stipulation  as  Street.  For  the  purpose  of  ascertainine:  and  settling: 
to  purchase  .  '      "^  ^  ® 

was  binding,     the  price  or  value  to  be  paid  by  the  surviving  partner 

fTOholds  were  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  freehold  messuages  and  premises,  Nos.  27 
converted  into  and  28,  Stanhope  Street,  it  is  agreed,  that  the  entirety 
tet^and  did  ^^  ^^^  same,  including  the  plant  and  tan  pits,  shall  be 
not  pass  to  the  valued 

heir. 

Admissibility  of  evidence  of  a  parol  contract  as  to  the  continuance  of  a  partnership 
where  real  estate  b  concerned. 
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"^ralued  at  the  sum  ofSflOOLf  and  each  undivided  moiety        1856. 
mt  2,5002.'' 


The  term  of  fourteen  years  expired  in  January,  1851, 
after  which  they  continued  to  carry  on  the  business 
togetheri  but  they  entered  into  no  new  articles  of  agree- 
ment  for  the  copartnership,  and  no  break  was  made. 
They  continued  to  carry  on  business  in  partnership  on 
the  premises  on  the  same  terms,  as  to  division  of  profits 
and  otherwise,  as  they  had  done  during  the  fourteen  years, 
until  Jubfg  1854,  when  Thomas  JStsex  died  intestate, 
leaving  the  Plaintiff,  his  widow  and  administratrix,  and 
the  Defendant,  Thomas  Essex  the  younger,  who  was  his 
heir,  and  other  children. 

The  Plaintiff  now  insisted,  that  the  stipulation  for 

the  purchase  of  Thomases  moiety  of  the  freehold  mes* 

Boages,  at  2,5002.,  was  binding,  and  that  the  purchase- 

itioney  was  personal  estate ;  but  the  Defendant,  Thomas 

-fksex  the  younger,  on  the  contrary,  contended,  that 

On  his  father's  dea^,  intestate,  the  freehold  became 

V-ested  in  him. 

The  solicitor  of  the  partners,  in  his  affidavit,  stated, 
%liat  shortly  after  the  termination  of  the  term  of  four- 
teen years,  he  was  consulted  by  the  parties,  and  sug- 
gested the  renewal  of  the  partnership  agreement,  by 
^resh  articles,  but  he  ''  was  informed  by  both  of  them, 
^Uiat  they  did  not  consider  it  necessary,  inasmuch  as 
^hey  intended  to  remain  in  partnership  on  the  old 
Uerms." 

By  {his  bill,  the  Plaintiff  prayed,  that  the  agreement 
for  the  purchase  of  this  moiety  of  the  freehold  mes- 
suages and  premises  at  the  price  of  2,5002.  might  be 

specifically 


Essex 

V. 

Essex, 


444  CASES  IK  CHANCERY. 

1865.       specifically  peiformedy  and  that  the  rights  of  the  patties 
to  the  purchase-money  might  be  declared. 


EsiBX 
V. 

Essex. 


Mr.  JH.  Palmer  and  Mr.  H.  R.  Farrer,  for  the  Plain- 
tiff. The  stipolation  as  to  the  surviving  partner  taking 
the  share  of  the  deceased  partner  in  the  plant  and  free- 
holds, at  a  fixed  price,  was  operative  at  the  death  of  the^ 

intestate.    By  continuing  the  partnership  after  the  ex 

piration  of  the  fourteen  years,  the  partners  adopted  al^T 
the  provisions  of  the  articles,  except  as  to  the  duration  of^ 
the  partnership.  The  law  is  clearly  stated  by  Sir  An- 
ihony  Hart  in  Booth  v.  Parks  {a).  He  says,  "  W»^ 
know,  that  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  at  flin^i  ■  ■  .n 
agreed  upon,  partnerships  frequently  continue  withou^cL^r  ^c=dci 
a  new  agreement ;  and  the  efiect  of  that  is,  that  th  ^cnB^-^th 
partners,  after  the  expiration  of  the  partnership  teroiriKi:^  '"^n 
continuing  to  carry  on  the  trade  without  a  new  dee(E=^  -^^  ^ 
all  the  old  covenants  are  infused  into  the  new  series  c^^  ^  ^ 
transactions,  with  the  single  exception  of  the  covenaixr^  um^^n 
for  duration ;  for  either  may  instanter  dissolve  the  prcK— ^  "^^^  ^^ 
longed  partnership,  but  all  the  other  original  stipulations':^  -^zunn! 
are  continued."  [  The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  The  case  aeemg^^:^  *^  ^^^ 
like  that  of  a  tenant  holding  over  after  the  expiratio^cz^^  -'^  'on 
of  the  term.]     That  would  be  the  law  independent  c^  ^^ 

any  subsequent  contract,  but  here,  the  evidence  prov^^^  -**^^es 
an  agreement  to  carry  on  the  business  on  the  old  term;    .^b'^s^^^s. 

Secondly,  there  being  a  valid  contract  for  sale  at  tkr~ 
death  of  the  intestate,  the  produce  is  personal  estat 
The  case  of  Cookson  v.  Cookson  (i),  which  will  be  ci 
is  not  consistent  with  Ripley  v,  Waterwortk  (c).     T 
plant  is  intermixed  with  the  premises,  and  cannot 

sevei 

(a)  1  Molloy,  p.  466.  (c)  7  Fd.  425. 

(6)  8  Sim,  529. 
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•evered ;  the  whole  u  partnership  property  and  personal 
estate* 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Fowler^  for  the  surviving  partner, 
insisted  on  his  right  to  purchase  the  plant  and  premises 
at  the  price  fixed.  They  cited  Cook  v.  Collingridge  (a) ; 
J£ution  ▼.  Warren(b) ;  Doe  d.  Higge  v.  Belize). 

Mr.  RoupM  and  Mr.  Welford,  for  the  heir.    First, 
and  apart  from  the  stipulation  as  to  purchasing  the  real 
estate,  the  fact  that  the  property  was  used  for  partner- 
ship purposes  is  insuflScient  to  change  its  nature  and 
convert  it  into  personalty.    Real  estate  purchased  out 
of  the  partnership  monies  for  partnership  purposes  will 
be  considered  personal  estate,  but  the  rule  is  inappli- 
cable to  a  case  where  it  is  not  purchased  by  the  part- 
nership, but  is  vested  in  the  partners  independently 
of  it ;  Smith  y.  Smiih  {d) ;  Randall  v.  Randall  (e) ;  BaU 
99iainr.  Shore  (f).  In  the  latter  case,  there  was  a  purchase 
by  partners  of  real  estate,  and  a  conveyance  to  them  and 
aheir  respective  heirs,  equally,  as  tenants  in  common, 
&c.,  to  be  used  tn  trade  during  the  partnership,  with 
oorenants  against  alienation  and  partition  ;  the  answer 
^tatedi  that  the  purchase-money  of  the  freehold  premises 
^vas  paid,  not  out  of  the  partnership  effects,  but  out  of 
t.he  separate  property  of  each  partner.    On  the  question 
^vhetber  this  was  real  estate,  Sir  William  Grant  said, 
**  After  the  case  of  Thomas  v.  Dixon,  reported  in  Browne 
by  the  name  of  Thornton  v.  Dixon,  that  is  not  a  ques- 
tion that  admits  of  argument,  for  this  is  rather  a  stronger 
case  for  the  heir  than  that.    There  it  was  purchased 
generally,  applied  to  the  uses  of  the  partnership,  and 
apparently  was  purchased  for  no  other  end,  yet  it  was 

considered 

(a)  j0€iA,  620.  14)  5  Km.  p.  193. 
(6)  1  Mee.  4-  Weh.  466.  (e)  7  Sim.  271. 

\c)  6  Term  R.  471 ;  2  Smith's  {J)  9  Fes.  p.  508. 
Ltading  Oues,  72. 
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1866.  considered  to  be  real  estate  by  Lord  Thurlow.  K^re 
the  parties  have  limited  and  defined  the  extent  of  t.^hc 
interest  the  partnership  was  to  have  in  the  real  pv-o- 
perty.  Considering  themselves  as  owners  of  the  r^sal 
estate,  as  tenants  in  common,  they  stipulate  that  fc^l^me 
partnership  shall  have  a  certain  ownership,  notwi-^^l^' 
standing  that  interest  in  them  as  tenants  in  fee.  T^  ^^^ 
premises  are  to  continue  to  be  used  in  the  trade  as  I(>  -^i^? 
as  the  partnership  lasts.  They  can  claim  nothing  ^^ 
partners  except  through  the  covenants.  Subject  to  L  **® 
covenants  it  goes  as  real  estate."  **  The  question  for  i 
decision  is  only  whether  I  can  declare  this  real  estate 
be  personal  property,  to  go  as  the  shares  of  the  partae 
ship.    That  I  am  of  opinion  I  cannot  declare." 

The  partnership  had  nothing  but  the  right  of  user  oft" 
land,  so  long  as  the  partnership  subsisted,  and  the  la 
relative  to  the  quality  of  partnership  property  does 
affect  the  question  of  conversion,  which  depends  on  t 
special  contract. 


Secondly,    the    proviso    that  the  surviving  par 
should  purchase  the  freeholds,  is  limited  to  the  eve 
of  one  dying  "  during  the  said  copartnership  term,**  xY 
is,  during  the  fourteen  years.    It  therefore  ceased 
the  Ist  of  January,  1861. 

But  it  is  said,  that  it  was  revived,  first,  by  the  cs?  ^^■'" 
cumstance  of  the  partners  having  continued  to  carry  -^^n 
the  business  after  that  period ;  and  secondly,  by  expr  ^-^** 
agreement    On  the  first  point,  however,  the  case  ^^ 

Cookson  V.  Coohson{a)  is  a  conclusive  authority  in  fav^:::^^  ^^ 
of  the  Defendant.    In  that  case,  A .  carried  on  trade  up^  ^^" 
land  of  which  he  was  seised  in  fee.    Afterwards  he  tc^'^^^ 
one  of  his  sons  into  partnership  for  twenty-four  years, a^-*^" 
conveyed  to  him,  in  fee,  certain  shares  in  the  land,  and    ^y 
their  articles  of  partnership  they  covenanted  that  the  \^^^ 

shov^M 

(o)  8  Sim,  529. 
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shocaldi  at  all  times  thereafter,  be  held  as  partnership        1855. 
property,  and  be  considered  and  treated  as  part  of  the 
join-e    stock  of  the  trade;  and  it  was  provided,  that  if 
eitli^r  partner  died  or  retired  during  the  twenty-four 
years^  his  copartner  might  purchase  his  share  at  the 
BQixft   stated  to  be  its  value  in  the  last  yearly  accounts. 
In    *.lie  course  of  the  twenty-four  years,   1,700/.  was 
^^pended  out  of  the  partnership  funds,  in  building  on 
^e  land.    After  the  expiration  of  the  twenty-four  years, 
and  ^ntil  A!$  death,  he  and  his  son  continued  to  carry 
^<^   their  trade  on  the  land,  without  entering  into  any 
*^ew    agreement.     Held,  that  the  son's  right  of  pre- 
emption, as  to  his  father's  share  of  the  stock,  including 
tne   land,  expired  with  the  term  of  twenty-four  years, 
^Ad  that,  all  the  debts  of  the  partnership  having  been 
P^^d,  AJz  share  of  the  land  retained  its  original  cha- 
•^cter  and  descended  to  his  heir.    Sir  Launcelot  Shad- 
^'^ii,  in  regard  to  the  right  of  purchasing,  observes  (a). 
The  claoses  which  relate  to  what  was  to  be  done,  if 
a.t  any  time  before  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  twenty- 
four  years,  either  of  the  parties  should  be  desirous  to 
^^U  his  share,  or  should  die  without  having  bequeathed 
^^  share  to  a  son,  are  clauses  which  apply  only  to  the 
Specific  case  which  is  there  pointed  out,  and  do,  by  no 
^^tteans,  even  by  reference,  apply  to  the  case  which  did 
^ppen,  namely,  to  the  case  that  the  original  term  of 
^^^ty-four  years  did  actually  expire,  and  that  the 
^ther  and  son  continued  to  carry  on  the  partnership 
^^ness  without  any  new  stipulation,  until  the  death 
^f  the  father  in  1831.    It  seems  to  me  that  the  effect 
^11  law  was  this,  namely,  that  inasmuch  as  when  they 
^^outinued  to  carry  on  the  partnership  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  original  term,  without  entering  into  any  new 
dtipalations,  the  stipulations  that  were  in  the  old  articles 
i  did 

I  (a)  8  Simons,  p.  546. 

I  VOL,  XX.  G  G 
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1865.  ^'d  H^V^y  9ls  (sLT  Bs  they  could^  but  the  stipulation  with 
respect  to  the  purchase  of  a  deceased  partner's  share 
could  not  apply,  inasmuch  as  that  stipulation  had  refer- 
ence only  to  the  contingency  of  one  of  the  partners 
dying  during  the  continuance  of  the  term." 

Then  it  is  said,  that  there  was  a  subsequent  contract, 
by  which  this  stipulation  is  engrafted  on  the  continuing 
partnership,  but,  as  regards  real  estate,  this  was  a  mere 
parol  agreement,  void  under  the  Statute  of  Frands ;  be- 
sides which,  it  carries  the  case  no  further  than  if  there 
had  been  no  evidence  at  all,  for  they  are  represented  to 
have  said,  ^'  that  they  intended  to  remain  in  partner^ 
ship  on  the  old  terms  f  that,  as  in  Cookson  v.  Cookson, 
means  the  terms  exclusive  of  the  right  to  purchase, 
which  has  expired.  In  Emuss  v.  Smith  (a),  the  Court 
remarked,  "  That  no  one  could  read  the  judgment  in 
Townley  v.  Bedwell  (&),  and  not  see  that  Lord  Eldan 
thought  that  Lawes  v.  Benn€tt{c)  had  gone  far  enough/^ 

77ie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  clause  in  question  is  binding 
on  the  estate  of  the  deceased  partner,  as  well  as  on  the 
survivor. 

The  case  stated  is  to  this  effect: — ^Two  gentlemen 
agreed  to  enter  into  partnership,  as  curriers  and  tanners. 
They  were  possessed,  as  tenants  in  common,  of  certain 
freehold  premises,  which  were  suited  for  the  purpose  of 
the  trade.  They  enter  into  articles,  by  which  they 
agree  that  the  partnership  shall  continue  for  fourteen 
years,  and  which  contain  various  other  stipulations, 
some  relating  to  the  accounts,  others  relating  to  the 
mode  in  which  the  trade  is  to  be  carried  on,  and  others 
as  to  the  way  in  which  the  property  is  to  be  dis- 
posed 

(a)  2  De  G.  4'  Sm.  p.  734.  (r)   1  Cox,  167. 

{b)  14  Ves.  591. 
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posed  of  at  the  expiration  of  the  partnership.  They 
^nter  into  various  covenants ;  one  is,  that  in  case  either 
jparty  to  the  deed  should  die  during  the  temi,  the 
^^urvivor  shall  purchase  the  share  of  the  deceased  part- 
:maer  in  the  freeholds.  It  is  not  disputed  that  this  clause 
"^vas  binding  during  the  continuance  of  the  partnership 
^articles. 

Hie  term  expired  in  January ^  1851,  and  abotit  three 
r^earg  and  a  hftlf  afterwards  one  of  the  partners  died,  but  in 
^^fche  meanwhile,  after  the  expiration  of  the  fourteen  years, 
"^Uie  two  partners  had  agk'eed  by  parol  to  carry  on  the 
"^partnership  on  the  terms  of  the  deed,  and  the  question 
'Ss  this :— is  this  agreement  binding  on  them. 

I  express  no  opinion  on  Coohson  v.  Cookson^  or  whe- 
^4her  it  it  to  be  followed  in  all  cases  or  not;  I  think 
^St  does  not  apply  to  this  case.    This  is  a  case  to  which 
"She  Statute  of  Frauds  does  not  apply,  for  a  partnership, 
^9he  terms  of  which  have  been  settled  by  parol,  is  as 
^good  as  one  the  terms  of  which  have  been  settled  by 
^^vritiDg.     It  is  clear,  that  if  they  had  carried  on  the  part- 
^miersbip  for  a  year  they  were  at  liberty  to  do  so,  and  the 
^^erms  agreed  upon  would  be  perfectly  binding  on  them. 
^All  I  have  to  ascertain  is,  whether  in  fact  it  was  part 
^>f  the  arrangement,  that  this  stipulation  should  form 
;yart  of  the  conditions  on  which  they  continued  to  carry 
^DQ  the  partnership.    Suppose  they  had  indorsed  on  the 
;9artiiership  articles  that  they  had  agreed  to  carry  on 
^the  partnership  for  seven  years,  on  the  terms  contained 
5n  the  articles,  would  any  body  doubt  that  the  stipula- 
tions would  be  binding  on  both  parties  ?    If  they  agreed 
to  carry  it  on  for  one  year,  these  terms  would  have  been 
98  innding  as  for  seven  years ;  so  if  they  had  agreed  to 
^arry  the  partnership  on  at  pleasure,  these  terms  would 
liave  been  equally  binding  on  the  parties  until  it  was 
detennined.    I  am  at  a  loss  to  discover  on  what  principle 

G  G  2  the 
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1856.  the  Court  can  stop  short.  The  agreement  is,  that  the 
accounts  for  fourteen  years  shall  be  taken  in  a  particular 
manner ;  they  continue  the  partnership  after  the  expira- 
tion of  that  term ;  is  this  clause  binding  ?  Are  they  to 
take  the  accounts  in  the  same  manner?  It  seems  that 
there  is  a  clause  in  the  articles  that  the  accounts  are  to 
be  taken  yearly,  and  to  be  binding  on  them,  would  not 
this  clause  be  binding  ?  If  there  was  a  clause  that  they 
should  not  pledge  the  partnership  assets  during  the  four- 
teen years,  would  not  that  apply  to  the  new  partnership? 
and  does  not  the  same  principle  apply  to  the  division  of 
property?  On  what  principle  can  it  be  contended  that 
the  mode  in  which  the  estate,  which  has  been  used  for 
partnership  purposes,  is  to  be  divided  is  not  to  be  as  bind- 
ing as  the  mode  of  carrying  on  the  business,  of  taking 
the  accounts,  or  the  prohibition  against  pledging  the 
partnership  assets,  all  of  which  are  expressed  to  be  only 
during  fourteen  years.  In  the  case  I  have  supposed,  viz. 
that  they  had  indorsed  on  the  articles  that  they  had  agreed 
to  continue  the  partnership  on  the  same  terms,  I  am  of 
opinion  they  would  be  bound.  Assume  here  they  did  it 
by  parol,  and  that  they  stated  '^  that  they  intended  to 
remain  a  partnership  on  the  old  terms."  This,  no  doubt, 
would  constitute  a  partnership  during  pleasure,  which 
either  of  them  might  dissolve  when  he  pleased ;  but  I  con- 
cur with  Sir  A.  Hart,  that  the  continuing  partnership  was 
varied  only  as  to  the  term  of  its  duration,  and  that  all  the 
other  stipulations  exist.  I  am  at  a  loss  to  understand  how 
the  partners  are  to  be  bound  by  every  other  stipulation, 
and  that  the  Court  is  to  say,  with  respect  to  this  one,  that 
it  is  not  binding,  though  no  reason  is  given  why  it  should 
not  be  equally  binding.  I  must  make  a  decree  for  spe- 
cific performance,  according  to  the  prayer,  and  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  property  is  personal  estate. 

Note. — See  King  v.  Chuck,   17  Beav,  325  ;  and  Darby  v.  Darhvt 
Vice-Chancellor  Kindenley,  8th  March,  1856. 
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HONYWOOD  V.  HONYWOOD. 

Mai/  3,  8,  26. 
A  N  application  was  made  to  the  Court  for  its  sane-  Disinclination 
--^^    tion  to  the  marriage  of  Sir   Courtenay  Hony-  toSnctiTdie 

T£}aod,  an  infant  ward^  who  had  recently  attained  the  marriage  of  an 
g».         .  infant  ward, 

age  of  twenty.  ,h„e  it  isim- 

potsible  for 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Jessel  appeared  for  the  Pe-  i}^|,''jjrf^"^]' 

'^tioner.  to  settle  his 

real  estate  so 

Mr.  Selwyn  for  the  lady.  trtU?  S  ST^ 

and  to  make 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Shapter  for  Lady  Hany-  provi«on  for 

^  -f  •^    younger  cmla- 

'Woood*  ren. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  expressed  the  following 
opinion : — 

**  I  am  of  opinion,  that  I  cannot  sanction  the  mar- 
Tiage  of  Sir  Courtenay  Honywood  during  his  infancy, 
unless  all  his  guardians  concur  in  thinking  it  desirable 
that  the  marriage  should  take  place  during  his  infancy. 
Even  with  that  concurrence,  I  should  hesitate,  whether 
I  could  with  propriety  give  the  sanction  of  the  Court 
to  the  marriage  during  the  infancy  of  the  proposed  hus* 
band.  The  evil  likely  to  arise  from  the  marriage  being 
delayed  for  ten  or  eleven  months  does  not  (considering 
the  age  at  which  the  intended  husband  and  bride  are 
now  arrived)  appear  to  me  to  be  appreciable ;  but  the 
advantages  to  be  derived  from  this  delay  appear  to  me 
to  be  considerable.  That  alone  to  which  I  shall  refer  is 
the  following: — As  Sir  Courtenay  Honywood  is  the 
representative  of  an  old  family,  and  possessed  of  an 
hereditary  title,  it  is,  as  it  appears  to  me,  desirable,  tbiyi 

on 


HoNirwooD 

V, 
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1855.  on  his  marriage^  the  family  estates  should  be  so  settled 
that  they  may  go  with  the  title,  and  that  provision 
should  be  made  for  younger  children,  or,  at  least,  that 
HomrwooD.  this  should  be  capable  of  being  done,  if  the  parties  to  the 
marriage  coAtract  and  tbe  families  on,  both  sides  think 
it  desirable.  This  is  impossible  if  the  marriage  takes 
place  during  infancy.  No  settlement  of  tbe  family 
estates  to  be  then  made  would  bind  the  husband,  and, 
although  it  is  true  that  he  might,  on  attaining  twenty- 
one,  settle  the  estates  in  any  manner  that  might  be 
thought  proper,  still,  as  it  would  be  a  post-nuptial 
settlement,  it  would  be  voluntary  and  liable  to  be 
revoked,  at  any  time  afterwards,  by  a  sale  from  Sir 
Courtenay  to  a  purchaser  or  by  his  creditors. 

**  But  if  the  settlement  be  made  on  the  marriage,  and 
after  Sir  Courtenay  has  attained  twenty-one,  no  pur- 
chaser or  creditor  could  afterwards  disturb  it. 

"  The  improbability  that  Sir  Courtenay  should  ever 
hereafter  so  act  as  to  permit  the  family  estates  and  tUe 
provision  for  his  children  to  be  dissipated  does  not 
appear  to  me  to  be  sufficient  to  overcome  the  appre- 
hension which  the  Court  ought  to  feel  from  the  possi- 
bility of  such  an  eve;it,  and  which  must  be  followed  in 
othei:  cases,  if  adopted  in  this.  1  think  that  the  Court 
ought,  so  far  as  it  can,  to  guard  against  the  possibility 
of  the  occurrence  of  such  a  calamity." 


On  the  8th  May,  1855,  the  matter  was  heard  on  appeal 
by  the  Lords  Justices,  when  it  was  arranged  that  it 
should  be  heard  by  the  full  Court. 

The 
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The  Lord  Chancellor  and  Lords  Justices  ordered  the        1855. 
matter  to  stand  o?er  until  the  bill  pending  in  Parlia- 
nent  (a)  bad  passed,  enabling  an  infant  to  make  a  settle- 
ment of  his  real  estate.    Shortly  after  which  the  marriage    Hohtwood. 
took  place.  May  26. 

(a)  18  ft  19  Vict  c  43. 


HomrwooD 


HATCH  V.  SKELTON. 


May  6,  7,  8. 

rjAROLINE  SKELTON  vfR8  seised  of  two-thirds  a.,  the  owner 

of  certain  freeholds,  subject  to  a  mortgage  in  fee  °^^^^^^^ 
thereof,  vested  in  Joseph  B.  Angell,  to  secure  the  sum  to  a  mortgage 
of  1,300/.     Caroline  Skelton  was  also  seised  of  the  'i°3^^/^d^"" 
other  one-third  of  the  freeholds,  which  was  not  included  vised  and  be- 
in  the  mortgage.     At  her  death,  she  also  possessed  ^eal  and  per- 

some  leaseholds.     By  her  will,  dated  in  August,  1848,  sonal  estate  to 

iJ.  the  mort- 
she  devised  and  bequeathed  to  Joseph  B.  Angell  all  gagee.    B.,  in 

her  real  and  personal  estate  for  his  absolute  use  and  Account  sui^d 
benefit,  subject,  nevertheless,  in  the  first  place,  to  the  that  be  had  re- 
payment of  the  debt  of  1,300/.  and  interest  due  to  liim,  ouTof  theper- 
and  all  other  her  debts  and  her  pecuniary  legacies,  and  sonal  estate, 
she  appointed   him  her  executor.     After  her  death,  mentofhis 
Joseph  B.  Angell,  in  November,  1849,  proved  her  will  "^^^f^^^^^' 
and  paid  all  the  legacies  and  the  debts,  except  his  own  B.  devised  the 
mortgage  debt.    In  the  residuary  account,  rendered  by  three  relatives 
him  to  the  Commissioners  of  Stamps,  in  May,  1850,  he  ofA.,  '*  pro- 
represented  the  balance  of  the  estate  as  being  467Z.  jertake  tor"-" 

He  added  :— "The  executor  will  appropriate  this  balance  ^^}\^  tbesame 

'^'^    t'  ^ith  all  the 

towards  payment  of  the  mortgage  of  1,300/.  due  to  liabilities  at- 
himself  "  taching  there- 

"™^"-  unto."    Held, 

first,  under  the 
Joseph  circumstances, 

that  the  mort  - 
gage  had  not  mei^ed  in  the  fee ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  three  took  the  estate  subject 
t»  th*  payment  ot  the  balaaoe  of  th«  mortgage  debt 
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1855.  Joseph  B.  Angell,  by  his  will,  dated  in  September^ 

1853|  appointed  the  Plaintiffs  his  executors  and  trusteeSi 
and  made  the  following  bequest : — ''  It  is  my  will  and 
'desire,  that  the  wharf  and  several  houses  possessed  by  me 
under  the  will  of  the  late  Caroline  Skelton  shall  be 
given  and  transferred,  absolutely,  to  the  persons  under- 
named, as  tenants  in  common, prornded  they  undertake  to 
receive  the  same  with  all  the  liabilities  attaching  there- 
unto" The  persons  undernamed  were  two  sisters  and 
a  niece  of  Caroline  Skelton. 


On  Joseph  B.  AngelVs  death,  a  question  arose,  whe-—  *. 
ther  the  Defendants,  the  legatees  under  his  will,  weri^r- 
to  take  the  property  subject  to  or  discharged  from  th^  > 
mortgage  debt 

By  the  direction  of  the  Court,  Mr.  Dignam,  the  solw*- 
citor  of  the  testator  Angell,  was  examined  vivd  voce  a.'C: 
the  hearing.     He  proved,  that  the  testator  had  gives 
him  instructions,  in  August,  1850,  to  prepare  a  deed 
settling  the  property  on  the  family  of  Miss  Skelton,  after 
payment  of  the  mortgage  of  1,300/.    A  copy  of  the  in- 
structions, written  by  Dignam  and  submitted  to  Counsel, 
was  produced.    The  deed  was  prepared,  but  never  exe- 
cuted. 

The  testator  had  in  his  lifetime  stated  his  intention 
not  to  benefit  by  the  gift  to  him  by  Caroline  Skelton, 
but  to  restore  the  property  to  her  relatives. 

Mr.  a.  Palmer  and  Mr.  J.  V.  Prior,  for  the  Plain* 
tifik  First,  whether  the  mortgage  merged  in  the  in- 
heritance is  a  pure  question  of  intention,  to  be  deter-> 
mined  by  the  acts  and  conduct  of  the  testator.  Here  it 
is  shewn  that  he  intended  to  keep  his  mortgage  debt 
alive,  and  to  benefit  the  Skelton  family  only  to  the  ex^* 

tent 
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ten^  of  the  benefit  derived  by  him  from  Caroline  Skelton. 

Secondly,  the  property  beings  at  the  death  of  the  tes- 
t^^Ltx>T,  subject  to  the  mortgage,  is  directed  to  be  ''  given 
a>i=^cl  transferred"  to  themy  subject  to  ''  all  the  liabiUties  at- 
^^ofcing  thereunto,"  and  therefore  necessarily  subject  to 
ttio  mortgage.  The  Defendant  takes  the  estate  cum  on^e. 
Tfa^y  eited  The  Earl  of  Clarendon  v.  Barham  (a) ;  Byam 
^^*    Sutton  (b). 

^Ir.  Roupell  and  Mr.  W.  H.  Harrisoti,  for  the  De- 

*^'^<l«uits,  the  devisees.    There  can  be  no  question  on 

"^^^     'vrill  but  that  the  devisees  are  to  take,  subject  to 

^  ^11    the  liabilities."     The  liabilities  intended  are  the 

•"^^^'t  and  covenants  of  the  leaseholds  and  such,  if  any, 

''^^•l^iljties,  in  respect  of  tenure,  as  the  freeholds  might 

"^     subject  to,  but  had  no  reference  to  the  mortgage, 

^^''^icili  had  already  merged  in  the  estate ;  for  the  owner 

^*-^     *^«,  and  the  mortgagee  being  one  person,  he  was  in- 

^^■I>«i.  We  of  having  a  debt  owing  from  himself  and  charged 

^*^    l^is  own  fee  simple  estate. 

-^-€  law,  the  mortgage  merged  in  the  fee,  and  in  equity 

^^nk  into  the  inheritance,  unless  it  can  be  shewn 

^t  it  would  be  more  beneficial  for  the  owner  to  keep 

^^Xive.     Here  it  was  not.     As  to  intention,  to  be 

^l^scted  from  the  acts  of  the  testator,  it  is  manifest 

^^t  the  object  of  the  return  to  the  Stamp  OflSce  was 

^^     Escape  the  payment  of  legacy  duty  on  the  residue ; 

.       ^2  des  this,  the  return  itself  shews,  that  all  the  legacies 

^^  been  paid,  and  therefore  that  the  debts,  which  were 

Y^^iramount  charge,  had  been  satisfied.    The  testator 

^"^w  afterwards  kept  any  account  of  the  mortgage  or 

^he  interest,  and  he  did  no  act  to  shew  that  a  debt 

*^^ted.    As  to  the  instructions  for  the  deed,  this  was 

nothing 
(a)  1  r.  4-  C.  C.C.  688.  (6)  19  Beat.  666. 
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1 855.       nothing  more  than  an  intention  to  settle,  which  was  ner- 
carried  into  eflbct,  add  wMch  settlement  might,  at 
time,  have  operated  out  of  his  absolute  interest ; 
therefore  cannot  be  relied  on.    They  cited  Fbrhei 
Moffatt{a);  DonUthorpe  r.  Porter  (6) ;  Lord 
V.  Oxenden  (c)  ;    Chrice  v.  SlUno  (rf ) ;    Swaiejf  r. 
bey{e) }  Knight  y.  Davis  (/) ;  MarshaH  y.  HaUowof  (^p**^. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Mayl.  I  think  there  is  sufficient  eWdence  of  the  cha^r^^e 

having  been  kept  alive;  I  wiH  read  the  evidence,  a.x]ft^, 
if  I  think  it  necessary,  I  will  hear  the  reply  to-morro^ 


The  Master  of  the  Roxxs. 

May  8.  I  have  looked  at  the  evidence,  and  am  of  opinion  ^hat 

the  debt  is  not  merged  in  the  estate.  When  a  mort- 
gagee becomes  entitled  in  ibe  to  the  estate  on  whicb  bis 
mortgage  is  charged,  the  presumption,  in  the  first,  in- 
stance and  in  the  absence  of  evidence,  is,  that  ^^ 
mortgage  has  merged  in  the  estate.  These  cases  ali^a-T^ 
depend  upon  the  evidence  of  intention,  and,  in  ^^^ 
absence  of  any  direct  evidence,  the  presumption  is,  tb-^^ 
the  mortgagee  would  do  that  which  was  most  for  ^® 
interest. 

I  think,  in  this  case,  that  there  is  evidence,  on  tf^  "^ 
part  of  the  mortgagee  and  devisees,  of  an  intentiao-  *° 
keep  this  charge  alive.  The  evidence  is  distmct,  !•■*' 
he  intended  to  derive  no  benefit  flx>m  the  devise^  but^    ^ 

ret«:«n 

(a)  18  Ves.  384.  (d)  10  Bare,  76. 

(flk)  2  Eden,  162;  2  Ainh,  600.  (e)  15  Sim,  106. 

(c)  2   Va.  jun,  263 ;  4  Bro.  (/)  3  A^y/.*  K.  358. 

C.  C.  397.  (g)  5  Sim.  1^. 
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return  eyerything  to  the  relations  of  Caroline  Skelton.       1855. 

He  propceed  to  efibct  his  intention  by  deed,  bat  he  did 

it  by  wilL    That  he  intended  to  give  the  property  to 

tike  relations  is  clearly  estabfished^  and  the  evidence  as 

to  k^eeping  alive  the  mortgage  is  distinct.     In  the  first 

place,  there  is  the  residuary  account  passed  at  the  Stamp 

Office,  in  which  he  makes  the  balance  4672.^  and  states 

fae  ^11  retain  it  in  payment  of  his  mortgage  of  1,300/. 

on  the  property.    Tlie  evidence  is,  therefore,  distinct, 

^bsit  he  intended  so  to  apply  it.     It  has  been  argued, 

*ha.t  this  was  done  merely  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding 

Payment  of  legacy  duty  on  that  sum,  to  which  he 

"^^ould  have  been  liable,  if  the  mortgage  did  not  exist. 

Assmming  this  to  be  so,  it  would  only  shew  one  of  his 

*>aotivc8  for  keeping  the  charge  alive.    What  he  stated 

'^^^s  this : — "  The  executor  will  appropriate  this  balance 

towardspayment  of  the  mortgage  of  1,300Z.  due  to  him- 

s^If.**      He  says,  "towards  payment"  of  it,  and  there- 

^^^^"^    tte  bdance  of  the  mortgage  debt  still  remained 

^^e  to  him. 

^J^other  proof  of  his  intention  is  the  evidence  of 

■^^»i«»i,  his  attorney,  to  whom  he  gave  instructions  to 

P'^^psire  a  deed,  by  which  the  property  derived  from 

**^o£jie  Skelton  was  to  be  settled  on  her  relations.    In 

^    instructions  for  the  deed,  which  are  in  writing,  he 


Pir^ggly  states  his  wish  to  secure  the  property  to  the 

^^ily  of  Miss  Skelton,  after  payment  of  the  mortgage 

^*^t:  of  1,300Z.,  and  all  other  debts  and  expenses.    He 

.  ^IfJ  not  have  given  such  instructions,  unless  he  con- 

^^ed  that  the  charge  was  in  existence  at  the  time, 

^  this,  therefore,  is  positive  evidence  to  shew  that  he 

^Hidered  it  then  alive* 

^he  expression  in  the  will  is  ambiguous,  viz.  to  take  the 
^^^perty  "  with  all  the  liabilities  attaching  thereunto." 

The 
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1856.  The  leaseholds  were  no  doubt  subject  to  some  liabib'ty, 
but  if  he  had  omitted  this  expression  altogether,  the 
devisee  would  still  have  taken  them  subject  to  the 
burden  of  the  coyenants,  to  the  payment  of  the  rent  and 
to  the  obligation  to  repair.  The  word  '^  liabilities'*  mty 
apply  to  the  mortgage  debt  also,  and  he  ases  it  gene- 
rally. I  think  that  the  conduct  of  the  testator  and 
these  two  documents  are  conclusive  to  shew,  that  be  in- 
tended to  keep  the  charge  alive,  and  that  he  intended 
to  give  to  his  devisees  the  property  minus  the  charge. 

The  sum  of  467Z.,  which  he  treated  as  retained, 
go  in  part  discharge  of  the  mortgage  debt 


RE  The  GREENWICH  HOSPITAL  IMPROVE- 
MENT  ACT. 

A  testator        fTlHE  testator,  by  his  will,  dated  in  1843,  expressed 
w^^for  her"  himself  as  follows :— "  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my 

use  and  be-       dearly  beloved  wife,  Ann  Phillips,  for  her  use  and 
nefit,"his         ,        ^^  ,  j     /.      •  ,  .     i      t 

leases,  moneys,  oenent,  my  leases,  moneys,  goods,  furniture,  plate,  book 

goods,  furni-     debts,  securities  for  money,  and  att  other  property  of 

xvLTBf  plate, 

book  debts,       every  description  that  I  may  be  possessed  of  at  the  time 

money  wid  all  ^^  ™y  d^®*8®*"  And  he  appointed  his  wife  and  brothers 
other  pro*        his  executors. 
per^i  of  every 
description, 

be  pmen^         After  the  testator's  death,  a  part  of  his  real  estate  was 

of."    Held,      taken  under  the  above  Improvement  Act,  and  the  pur- 

that  the  real        •  •  i  •        ^-^  ^^r       •»*•««• 

estate  passed,    chase-money  was  paid  mto  Court.     Mrs.  PhvUips  now 

petitioned  for  payment  of  the  fund  to  her,  and  the 

question  was,  whether  the  real  estate  passed  to  her  by 

the  will. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  C.  M.  RoupeUy  in  support  of  the  petition.    This  is 
a  gift  to  the  widow  of  all  ''  property  of  every  descrip- 
tion/' and  "  for  her  absolute  benefit."    The  word  "  pro-         r^^ 
perty**  has  the  most  extensive  operation,  and  includes    Gebehwich 
real  as  well  as  personal  estate.  Like  the  word  ''  estate/'  impro^ent 
it  pTim&  fade  includes  freeholds ;  FuUertan  v.  Mar-         •^^• 
tm(fl); Pattersony.Huddart(]b);  Jongsmay*Jangsma(c)i 
Dunnage  v.  WhUe  (d). 

Mr.  Allnutt  contrd.  The  real  estate  did  not  pass  by 
thb  will.  The  testator  uses  the  word  ''  give/'  and  not 
the  proper  technical  word  ''  devise/'  and  gives  the  pro- 
perty **  he  is  possessed"  and  not  that  which  he  is 
^  seised"  of.  Even  the  word  "  estate/'  which  is  more 
applicable  to  real  estate,  may  be  restricted  by  the  context; 
WooUam  v.  Kenworihy{e);  Coord  v.  Holdeme$$(f); 
Doe  d.  Spearing  v.  Buckner{g).  Here  the  general 
words,  following  the  particular  enumeration  of  personal 
estate  of  different  descriptions,  must  be  limited  to  pro* 
perty  ejusdem  generis. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  :  I  will  consider  this  case. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  May  s. 

In  this  case  I  think  the  words  are  sufficient  to  pass 
real  estate. 

In  Coord  v.  Holdemess  (/),  I  held  that  real  estate 

did 

(a)  17Jiir.778.  (e)  9  Ket.  137. 

{b)  17  Bew,  210.  (/)  Ante,^.  147. 

(0  1  Cox,  362.  {g)  6  Durnf.  ^  E,  610. 
{d)  1  Jac.  4-  W.  583. 
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Atft. 


1865.       did  not  pass,  by  a  gift  of  ''  all  estate,  effects  and  (►^^t)- 
^^  party,  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,"  because  I  thou^gj}/ 

TlM^         the  whole  of  the  rest  of  the  will  was  applicable  to  p^cr. 
KSpital "    sonal  estate  only,  and  that  there  were  no  words  in  tie 
luy^veiAent  will  applicable  to  real  estate.    Not  merely  was    tile 
limitation  to  the  three  trustees,  ''  their  exeaUan  and 
administrators,'*  but  all  the  various  other  clauses  aod 
expressions  in  the  will  evidenced  an  intention  to  dea-^ 
with  personalty  only.    That  was  the  principle  on  wbic^^^ 
Woollam  V.  Ketiworthy  (a)  and  Doe  d.  Spearing  v.  BudS^-' 
ner  (i)  proceeded. 


As  I  stated  in  Patterson  v.  Huddart,  where  the  word^ 
are  sufficiently  large  to  pass  real  estate,  the  burden  oc 
proof  lies  on  the  heir,  and  it  is  for  him  to  shew  that  the 
words  do  not  include  the  real  estate. 


The  words  in  the  present  case,  it  is  true,  are 
ciated  with  many  other  words  exclusively  applicable  tar=^ 
personal  estate,  which  are  sufficient  to  include  ever 
species  of  personal  estate  ;  the  words  that  follow  musicH 
apply  to  something  beyond  :  and,  not  being  applicabl^e 
to  anything  else,  t   think  they  must  pass  the  tcslI 
estate. 


(«)  9  Ves.  137. 


(h)  6  Dum.  4-  E.  610. 
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JEBB  ».  TUOWELL. 

June  5. 
T^  this  case^  a  decree  had  been  made  in  a  suit  to  carry  A  decree  was 
■^       into  effect  the  trusts  of  a  settlement  (a) ;  the  decree  SJJ^ncrof  an 

declared  the  rights  and  directed  inquiries  and  accounts,  infant  who  was 

interested ; 
nothing  hav- 

After  the  decree  had  been  passed  and  entered,  but  jngasyet 
v^^  k  t       been  done 

*>etore  anything  had  been  done  under  it,  it  was  dis-  under  it,  and  it 

covered,  that  an  infant  cestui  que  trust  had  been  born  ^^^"f  ^ 

just  before  the  hearing,  and  who  had  not  been  made  a  benefit,  the 

party  to  the  suit.  £^,SSul 

order,  under 

3Wr.  Shapter  now  moved,  under  the  62nd  section  of  ^?  ]^  W^ 
^*  ^  Vtet,  c.  86, 

^^^  Statute  15  &  16  Fief.  c.  86,  (bt  a  supplem^ntnl  order  s.  52,  to  cany 

^at   the  decitee  might  be  carried  on  and  prosecuted  o»*J^«^«<^«- 

^^^ween  the  parties  and  the  infant  Anna  Louisa  Jebb, 

^^  like  manner  as  if  she  had  been  a  party  to  the  suit  at 

the  date  of  the  decree.    He  said,  thfe  R^trttr  atld  the 

^^^retary  of  the  Master  of  the  Roll*,  to  whom  &ti 

application  fot  an   order  of  eouiTse  had  been  made, 

^^re    of  opinion,  that  application  mudt  be  made  to 

*®    Court.    The  question  (he  said)  is,  whether  the 

order  required  is  the  usual  supplemetital  ordw  ?   The 

^|d    practice,  in  such  cases,  was,  to  file  tm  ofigiual 

^^1      in  the  nature  of  a  supplemental  bill,  asking  a 

Q^Ct^e  to  bind  the  infant,  and,  in  a  very  plain  tod 

^^^ple  case,  as  where  a  decree  had  been  recently  mbde 

^^d.    no  account  or  proceedings  in  the  Master's  oflBce 

^^  heen  taken  in  the  absence  of  the  infant,  the  Court 

^^uld,  in  the  first  instance,  make  a  decree,  "  that  thfe 

^^roe  in  the  original  cause  and  the  dcoounts  and 

inquiries 

(a)  Ante,  p,  84. 
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inquiries   thereby  directed  ^  should  be  carried  on  ^•-^^ 
prosecuted  between  the  parties  to  the  second,  or  se^^P* 
plemental  suit^in  like  manner  as  the  same  were  direcC^^^ 
between  the  parties  to  the  first  or  original  suit ;"  Eg^  "^^ 
mont  V.  Thompson  (a).     But  if  accounts  had  been  tak    ^^^ 
in  the  absence  of  the  infant,  the  order,  in  the  first  i^-  :«:^" 
stance,  was,  for  an  inquiry  whether  it  would  be  for  t^ 
benefit  of  the  infant  that  he  should  be  bound  by  O 
decree  and  proceedings,  and  on  that  being  reported 
the  affirmative,  a  decree  was  made,  that  the  suit  shou. 
proceed  against  the  infant ;   Egremont  v.  Thompson  (b^ 
Burton  v.  Monro  (c) ;  Brookfield  v.  Bradley  {d) ;  or 
decree  that  the  accounts  should  be  taken  over  agai 
with  liberty  to  the  Masters  to  adopt  the  accounts  pr* 
viously  taken  ;  Baillie  v.  Jackson  (e). 

In  this  case,  the  decree  has  been  recently  made, 
it  is  within  the   recollection  of  the  Court,  that  tl 
decree  is  such  as  to  be  fit  and  proper  that  the  infi 
should  be  bound  by  it.    The  only  case  under  thestatu"^ 
touching  the  subject  is  Fullerton  v.  Martin  (/).    Ther^ 
the  Vice-Chancellor  Kindersley  doubted  whether  a  d 
cree  to  bind  an  infant  not  party  to  the  proceedings  w 
a  common  decree  within  the  52nd  section,  but,  it  bein 
made  to  appear  that  no  proceedings  whatever  bad  bee 
taken  since  the  birth  of  the  infant,  the  common  ord( 
was  made  {g). 

He  submitted,  that  as  the  hearing  was  in  the  absenci 
of  the  infant,  it  was  proper  to  notice  the  case  to  the 

Court 

(c)  Vice-chancellor   of   Eng-      (2nd  edit.) 
land,  February  9,  1849.  (e)  10  Sim,  167. 

(b)  Vice-chancellor  of    Eng-        (/)    William't    Practice,     51 


land,  March  20, 1850.  Stton  on  Decrees,  p.  606   (2nd 

(c)  Vice-Chancellor      Knight  edit.) 
Bruccy  January  19,  1850.  {g)  I  Drew.  238. 

(d)  Seton  on  Decrees,  p.  6Q6 
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Court;  but  that  as  nothing  had  been  done  since  the 
decrree,  and  the  Judge's  memory  supplied  him  with  the 
faot^  establishing  that  it  was  fit  and  proper  to  bind  the 
icif&T^ty  the  common  order  might  be  made  in  the  first 
ici8^a.nce. 

^"Jit  Master  of  the  Rolls^  upon  reading  the  decree, 
and  it  appearing  to  be  for  the  infant's  benefit  that  she 
shoma  Id  be  bound  by  the  decree,  made  the  order. 


STEPHENS  t;.  GADSDEN. 

May  8. 
IfDER  the  settlement,  made  in  1827,  on  the  mar-  A  testator,  by 
riage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Gadsden^  a  sum  of  7,500/., 


virtue  of  a 
power,  ap- 


rt^  "  '  '   power,  ap- 

*•       -per  cents,  (in  the  event  which  happened  after  the  pointed  a  fund 

^^^^ase  of  their  parents)  was  held  in  trust  for  all  and  hiafou/** 

*^^«*^,  or  such  one  or  more,  exclusively  of  the  others,  of  children,  in 
tb«^  ....  -    ,  ,      .  _         ,       ,  .,     four  equal 

^^      children  of  the  marriage  or  the  issue  of  such  chil-  portions  and 

^*'^»^,  in  such  parts,  &c.  as  Mr.   Gadsden  should,  by  »"*>>«»  to  the 
d  ^       _^  .  .  .  t""'*  therem- 

^^^  or  will,  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment,  after  contained 

^•^^     fund  was  to  be  held  in  trust  for  all  the  children  of  ^wTrMWuiJ^ 

^^^     marriage,  &c.,  equally,  &c.     Mrs.  Gadsdendied  in  «*tate.    Some 

^''^'3',  and  there  were  five  children  of  the  marriage,  ^cre  to  the 

^  **-     Henry,  Frederick,  Eliza,  Emily  and  Grace.  children  for 

liie,  with  re- 
mainder to 

^    ^  wi  I860  Mr.  Gadsden  made  his  will,  whereby,  after  Scw!!"^"' 

^^5  •ig  to  his  son  Henry  2001.  and  an  annuity  of  68/.,  garded  the 

^^^^    declaring  that  he  should  take  no  interest  in  the  thepowi^  the 

^"^lement  fund,  and  after  referring  to  his  power  to  appointment  to 

grandchildren 
appoint,  was  void  for 
1^    ^  remoteness. 

^^^  ^^^  that  the  children  took  absolutely  in  the  first  instance,  and  that  the  subsequent 
\^^^^^pt  to  limit  the  absolute  gift  being  void,  the  children  took  the  fund  abso- 

"V^  OL.  XX.  H  H 


Stephens 

V, 


^ 

^ 
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appoint^  he  bequeathed  the  7,600/.  to  his  executorg, 
trust  for  his  four  children,  Frederick,  Eliza,  Emily  \ 
Grace,  in  four  equal  portions,  and  subject  to  such  tr 
Gadsden,     and  powers  as  were  thereinafter  contained  respectio 
the  residue  of  his  estate. 


The  testator  then  gave  one-fourth  of  his  own  resr-^* 
duary  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  son  Frederick,  and 
one-eighth  thereof  upon  trust  for  each  of  his  daughters 
Eliza,  Emily  and  Grace,  and  another  eighth  to  his 
daughter  Eliza  for  life  for  her  separate  use,  and  after 
her  decease  on  certain  trusts  for  her  children,  and, 
in  case  there  should  be  no  person  in  whom  this  last- 
mentioned  eighth  part  should  become  absolutely  vested, 
under  the  trusts  thereinbefore  declared,  then  on  trust 
for  his  daughter  Eliza,  her  executors,  administrators 
and  assigns.  And  he  made  similar  dispositions  as  to 
two  other  eighths  in  favour  of  his  two  other  daughters 
and  their  children. 

By  a  codicil  to  his  will,  dated  in  July,  1853,  the 
testator  gave  a  legacy  of  5,000/.  to  his  son  Frederick, 
instead  of  the  legacy  of  one-fourth  part  of  the  residuary 
estate  bequeathed  to  him  by  the  will,  and  in  the  event 
of  the  clear  residue  of  his  estate  realizing  less  than 
would  give  to  each  of  his  children  (other  than  Henry), 
the  sum  of  5,000/.,  then  he  directed  that  the  legacy 
given  to  Frederick  should  be  reduced  to  such  less  sum; 
and  he  declared,  that  one  half  of  the  sum  or  share 
of  the  residue  which  he  bequeathed  to  his  daughters 
should  be  settled  for  the  separate  use  of  each  of  his 
daughters,  instead  of  one-eighth ;  and  he  thereby  de- 
clared, that  his  son  Frederick  should  take  no  interest 
under  his  marriage  settlement,  it  being  his  intention  to 
give  him  the  legacy  of  5,000/.  in  lieu  of  all  interest  ia 

the 
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<:.lie  sums  and  trust  funds  thereby  settled,  which  he 
5  mtended  to  go  to  his  three  daughters  with  his  residuary 
^Mtete. 

The  testator  died  in  1853,  leaving  his  five  children 

^surviving  him.     Neither  of  his  daughters  had  then  been 

'■□narriedy  and  the  appointment  to  their  children,  under 

^Che  power  contained  in  the  marriage  settlement,  was 

"^oo  remote  and  invalid. 

Questions  were  raised  whether  the  will  and  codicil 
<;ontain  a  valid  and  effectual  appointment  of  the  funds 
comprised  in  the  settlement  oi  January y  1827,  and  if 
invalid,  then  whether  Henry  and  Frederick  Gadsden 
were  bound  to  elect  between  the  benefits  given  by  the 
will  and  their  share  of  the  trust  fund.  Questions  were 
also  raised  as  to  the  share  and  interest  in  the  testator's 
estate  to  which  the  testator's  daughters  were  respec- 
tively entitled  under  the  will  and  codicil,  and  whether, 
in  estimating  the  legacy  given  by  the  codicil  to  Frederick^ 
the  trust  funds  comprised  in  the  settlement  of  1827 
ought  or  not  to  be  brought  into  the  account. 

The  Defendant  Henry  Gadsden  was  out  of  the  juris- 
diction, and  no  one  appeared  for  him. 

Mr.  iZ.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Cotton^  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
The  limitations  to  the  issue  of  the  daughters,  made  by 
the  testator  in  exercise  of  his  power,  are  too  remote 
and  void,  but  the  appointment  to  the  daughters  is  per- 
fectly valid,  and  confers  on  them,  in  the  first  instance, 
an  absolute  interest  in  the  fund.  The  subsequent  at- 
tempt to  restrict  the  mode  of  enjoyment  is  wholly  void, 
and  the  prior  absolute  gift  therefore  remains ;  Blaeket  v. 

H  H  2  Lamb 
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1866.        Zambia);  Carver  y.  Bowles  {b);   Monypenny  v.  Jgr—    ^  ,jimj 
*w^  (0;  Kampf  V.  Jones  (d);  Lassence  v.  7Wii«y(f):     ^  -^?- 
Campbell  v.  Brownrigg  (/) ;  Arnold  v.    Congreve  ig).  ^  ^^» 
But  if  not,  and  the  appointment  is  to  be  looked  upon  a^  ^i=^ 
a  direct  appointment  to  the  void  uses,  then  i^rtfifcnc^-^^""^ 
and  Henry  are  bound  to  elect,  between  the  benefits.^  m 
given  them  by  the  will  and  the  shares  in  the  trust  funds  f^ 
to  which  they  may  be  entitled,  in  consequence  of  th#  ^~X        J 
failure  of  the  appointment.     The  only  remaining  que 
tion  is  as  to  how  Fredericks  share  is  to  be  computef^s 
that  is,  whether  the  shares  under  the  settlement  are  t-9 
be  taken  into  account. 

The  Master  of  the  B.oll8.  My  impression  is,  the; 
Were  meant  to  be  as  nearly  as  possible  equal. 

Mr.  Fleming^  in  the  same  interest,  relied  on  the  gif 
over,  in  case  there  should  be  no  person  in  whom  thf 
one-eighth  should  become  absolutely  vested. 

Mr.  Feirers  for  Frederick  Gadsden. 

Mr.  Bagshawe,  Junior,  and  Mr.  J.  H,  Palmer,  for  th 
trustees  of  the  settlement  of  1827,  contended  that  the 
appointment  to  the  daughters  for  life  was  valid,  but  was 
void  as  to  the  limitations  over.  That  this  was  not  the 
case  of  an  independent  absolute  gift,  with  a  subsequent 
invalid  qualification,  but  one  where  the  qualification 
was  inseparable  from,  and  formed  the  essence  of  the 
gift  itself  They  cited  Lassence  v.  Tierney  (c),  and 
Campbell  v.  Brownrigg  (/). 

Mr. 

(a)  14  Bear.  482.  Tw,  115. 

(6)  2  Ruti.  Sf  Myl.  301.  (/)  1  Pkill  301. 

(r)  15  Jur.  1050.  (g)  1  Riisi.  4- Afy/.  209 ;  Tarn- 

{d)  2  Keen,  756.  fyn,  347. 

(e)  1  Mac.^  G.  551;  2  H,^ 
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]%i^r.  Taylor  for  one  of  the  executors  of  the  testator's        1855. 


1^  he  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

S      regret  that  no  one  appears  for  Henry  Gadsden^  for 

f    ^  1^  ould  have  been  more  satisfied  if  he  had  been  heard ; 

i>«JL  fc       as  the  trustees  have  raised  the  argument,  I  must 

®^^  !:>  K-ess  my  opinion,  which  is,  that  the  case  comes  within 

C^i-*-»    ^)er  V.  Bowles  (a),  which  I  followed  in  Blacket  v. 

-'-'^^»»^aJ(6).    The  appointment  of  the  trust  fund  and  the 

"*•*  S^^'Osition  of  the  residuary  real  and  personal  estate  are 

"*  ^  '•i-inct.    The  testator  appoints  the  whole  of  the  settled 

"^*^^::1  to  his   executors  in  trust  for  his  four  children 

^  ^^^^^^erick,  &c.,  in  four  equal  portions,  and  subject  to 

^^^       trusts  and  powers  thereinafter  contained  respecting 

^^  ^^       residue  of  his  estate.     Where  a  testator  has  a  power 

^^         "X^nake  an  appointment  there  are  two  things  to  be 

^^^^^^^"^  ^dered,  first,  who  are  the  objects  of  the  power, 

^^^^^  secondly,  how  they  are  to  take  the  fund.     Here 

^^       four  children,  and  they  only,  in  the  first  instance, 

^^        appointees,    but  afterwards,   by  reference   to   the 

^^  ^disrespecting  the  testator's  own  residuary  real  and 

'^ ^^  -^^^^onal  estate,  other  objects  and  other  limitations  are 

Jf^^^radded.     It  would  have  been  different  if  he  had 

^^^zinally  appointed  to  the  children  for  life  and  after- 

^^  ^^^  Js  to   their  children.     Blacket   v.    Lamb  (b)  was 

^'^-^■^.ething  like  this  case;  for  there,  the  testator  duly 

*~  M-^^  ointed  a  fund  in  favour  of  objects  of  the  power, 

^^^jlutely,  and  he  also  bequeathed  to  them  his  own 

^^^^  "l^rty,  especially  requesting  them  to  leave  the  ap- 

r^     ^  ^Dted   fund   to   persons   not  objects  of  the   power. 

^^^^t  might  have  raised  a  precatory  trust,  but  could 

^-    be  an  appointment  under  the  power  in  favour  of 

the 

(a)  2  Aim.  ^  Myl.  301.  (h)  14  Beat.  482. 


\ 
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1856. 
Stephen! 

V. 
QlDtDBM. 


the  children  of  the  objects  of  it*  It  is  extremely  likely 
that  the  testator  may  have  had  a  similar  intention  here, 
for,  having  appointed  the  fund  to  the  four  children 
equally,  he  says,  **  and  subject  to  the  trusts  of  my 
residuary  estate,"  part  of  which  he  directs  to  be  settled 
on  his  daughters,  with  remainder  to  their  respective 
children.  That  is,  in  the  first  place,  he  appoints  the 
fund  to  his  four  children,  and  afterwards  he  adds  direc- 
tions as  to  the  manner  in  which  part  of  these  shares  is 
to  be  held,  but  which,  being  invalid,  have  no  effect  in 
cutting  down  the  previous  absolute  gift. 


I  think  this  case  comes  within  the  principle  of  Carver 
V.  Bowles  and  Blachet  v.  Lamb^  and  that  the  superadded 
trusts  may  be  struck  out  of  the  will  as  invalid,  leaving 
the  absolute  gift,  which  is  good,  untouched,  in  the  same 
manner  as  in  cases  coming  within  the  provisions  of  the 
Thellusson  Act  (39  &  40  Geo.  3,  c.  98),  in  which  you 
deal  with  the  invalid  direction  to  accumulate  as  if  die 
clause  were  struck  out  of  the  will.  I  deal  with  this  case 
in  the  same  manner,  and  as  if  this  invalid  trust  bad 
been  struck  out  of  the  will,  and  I  treat  it  in  the  same 
way  as  if  the  power  had  been  simply  and  absolutely 
executed  in  their  favour.  I  will  make  a  declaration  to 
that  effect. 


Note.— See  Gerrard  v.  Butler,  pott,  page  541. 
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1865. 


GARDNER  v.  GARRETT. 

May  8. 

^^N  the  13tb  of  Aprils  a  decree  was  made  for  the  A  creditor 

^^     admiaistration  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased.    On  tinue^iS'pro- 

the  next  day,  notice  was  given  to  a  creditor,  who  was  ceedings  at 

proceeding  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  his  debt.    Instead  notice  of  a 

of  susoendine  the  proceedings  in  the  action  he  went  on.    ^^^'^  ^^f  •«• 
r  ^       t>         r  o  miDiatratioD, 

was  ordered  to 
Mr.  Jessel  moved  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  of^  motion  to 
action  at  law.     He  asked,  that  the  creditor  might  pay  restrain  him, 
the  costs  of  the  motion ;  Graham  v.  Maxtoell  (a).  i^^^  ^  ^ 

them  off 
against  the 
Mr.  Terrellf  contrd,  costs  of  the 

I>roceedings  at 
aw  incur^ 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  prior  to  the 


notice. 


I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  creditor  must  pay  the  costs 
of  this  motion ;  but  he  may  set  them  off  against  his 
costs  of  the  action  up  to  notice  of  the  decree. 

(a)  1  Mac,  4*  Got,  71. 
Note.— See  Beauchamp  ▼.  The  Marquis  of  Umtky,  Jacob,  546. 
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1866. 


Mm^  24. 

Funds  were, 
in  1823, 
■ettled  on  a 
wife  for  life, 
with  remain- 
der to  the  but- 
band  **  untW* 
he  should 
**  make  any 
composition 
with  his  cre- 
ditors for  the 
payment  of  his 
debts,  although 
a  commission 
of  bankruptcy 
should  not 
issue  against 
him."     In 
1842,  his  prin- 
cipal creditors 
agreed  to  take 
a  composition 
on  their  debts 
secured  by 
bills.     The 
wife  died  in 
1852.     Held, 
that  the  com- 
position, 
though  not 
made  with  the 
whole  of  bis 
creditors,  and 
was  made 
during  the 
wife's  life,  and 
did  not  afiect 
the  trust  pro- 
perty, never- 
theless ope- 
rated as  a  for- 
feiture of  the 
husband's  in- 
terest. 


SHARP  t;.  COSSERAT. 

f\^  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Cockram,  in  1823, 
^^  a  settlement  was  executed,  under  which  a  sum 
of  consols,  which  belonged  to  the  intended  wife,  was 
settled  on  Mrs.  Cockram  during  the  joint  lives  of  her- 
self and  Mr.  Cockram;  but  if  she  should  die  in  his  life- 
time (which  event  happened),  upon  trust  to  pay  the 
dividends  of  the  said  trust  monies  unto  Mr.  Cockram 
"  and  his  assigns,  or  permit  and  suffer  him  and  them  to 
receive  the  same  during  his  life,  or  until  he  should 
commit  any  act  of  bankruptcy  within  the  intent  and 
meaning  of  any  statute  or  statutes  made  or  to  be  made 
relating  to  bankrupts,  whereupon  a  commission  should 
issue  or  he  should  be  found  or  declared  bankrupt,  or 
make  any  composition  with  his  creditors  for  the  payment 
itf  his  debts,  although  a  commission  of  bankruptcy 
should  not  issue  against  him,  or  until  be  should  make 
any  assignment  of  his  effects  for  the  benefit  of  his  cre- 
ditors, or  take  the  benefit  of  any"  Insolvent  Act.  And 
from  and  after  the  death  of  John  Cockram,  **  or  his 
committing  any  act  of  bankruptcy,"  &c ,  "  or  making 
any  composition  with  his  creditors  for  the  payment  of 
his  debts,"  &c.,  then  the  whole  of  the  said  trust  monies 
were  to  be  held  upon  trust  for  the  children  of  the  mar- 
riage equally. 

There  were  three  children  of  the  marriage.  Mrs. 
Cockram  died  in  1852,  but  in  the  meantime,  and  in 
18^6,  Mr.  Cockram  had  fallen  into  pecuniary  difiSculties, 
and  his  principal  creditors,  eleven  in  number,  signed  a 
deed,  whereby,  **in  consideration  of  a  composition  of  lO*. 
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in  the  pound  on  the  amount  of  their  respective  claims^ 
paid  to  them  by  four  equal  instalments  of  2$.  6d,  each, 
at  four,  eighty  twelve  and  sixteen  months,  in  discharge 
of  the  several  demands  on  him/'  they  released  Mr. 
Cockram^  his  heirs,  &c.,  "  from  all  demands  whatsoever 
which  they  had  against  him."  The  composition  was 
secured  by  bills  accepted  by  his  brother,  which  were 
paid. 

This  present  suit  was  instituted  by  one  of  the  chil- 
dren, and  the  question  was,  whether  Mr.  Cockram  had 
or  had  not  forfeited  his  interest  in  the  trust  funds  by 
the  composition  with  his  creditors  in  1846. 

Mr.  Folktt  and  Mr.  SouthgaU,  for  the  Plaintiff. 
The  defences  raised  are,  first,  that  the  composition, 
being  made  during  the  life  of  the  wife,  was  ineffectual  to 
work  a  forfeiture ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  amount  of 
composition  was  not  paid  out  of  or  charged  upon  the 
settled  fund,  so  as  to  incumber  or  affect  it.  The  answer 
is  this  : — If  the  husband  had  become  bankrupt  during 
the  life  of  his  wife,  his  future  interest  would  not  have 
been  transferred  to  the  assignees,  but  would  have 
ceased ;  it,  therefore,  can  make  no  difference,  that  the 
act  of  forfeiture  was  by  a  composition  in  her  lifetime. 
As  to  the  second,  nothing  is  said  as  to  charging  the  trust 
fund  with  the  composition  payable  to  the  creditors,  the 
real  intention  being,  that  the  necessity  of  compromising 
with  his  creditors  should  be  the  test  and  proof  of  his 
insolvency,  and  in  that  case  the  trust  fund  was  to  go 
over  to  the  children.  In  Manning  v.  Chambers  (a),  funds 
were  settled  on  JE.  M.,  '*  until  he  should  become  bank- 
rupt." It  turned  out  that  he  was,  at  the  very  time,  an 
uncertificated  bankrupt,  and  the  Court  held,  that  his 

interest 
(a)  I  DeG.i  Sm.  282. 
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interest  had  ceased,  for  the  object  of  that  settlemeDt  was 
to  provide,  that  the  iocoBue  should  be  receiTcd  by  tbe 
children  rather  than  by  the  assignees. 

Mr.  J.  V.  Prior,  for  trustees  of  the  settlement.  - 

Mr.  Biron,  for  a  mortgagee  of  a  child's' share. 

Mr.  Raschy  for  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  of  a 
child.  This  was  a  contract  between  the  husband  and 
wife  for  valuable  consideration,  and  she  has  stipulated, 
that  on  a  certain  event  occurring,  her  children  shall 
have  the  fund.  That  event  has  happened.  He  cited 
Brandon  v.  Aston  (a) ;  Kearsley  v.  Woodcock  (i). 

Mr.  jf2.  Palmer  and  Mr.  JDicAtitsofi,  for  Mr.  CocAraun. 
First,  this  is  not  a  composition  with  creditors  within  the 
meaning  of  the  deed ;  and,  secondly,  having  taken  place 
in  the  wife's  lifetime,  it  does  not  operate  as  a  forfeiture. 
Clauses  of  forfeiture  are  construed  with  the  greatest 
strictness,  and  here  the  ''  composition  with  his  creditors" 
means  a  deed  of  composition  with  all  his  creditors,  con- 
veying the  whole  of  his  property  to  trustees  for  the 
benefit  of  his  creditors,  and,  in  fact,  superseding  the 
necessity  of  having  recourse  to  the  Courts  of  Bankruptcy 
and  Insolvency.  Unless  the  composition  amounted  to 
an  act  of  bankruptcy,  which  put  the  life  estate  in  peril, 
it  was  no  forfeiture.  The  test  is  this :  Would  an  agree- 
ment by  two  small  creditors  to  take  a  portion  of  their 
debts  in  lieu  of  the  whole  be  a  forfeiture?  Surely  not 

Secondly,  the  payment  is  to  be  **  until,''  which  implies 
that  bis  interest  is  to  begin  and  end;  but  the  erent 
cannot  happen  before  the  beginning  of  his  estate,  and  it 

is 
(fl)  2Y.^a  ex.  24.  (b)  3  Hart,  185. 
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is9.mm,   vDiolelligible  and  irrational  meaning  to  attribute  to  1865. 

tb^    |:>«rtie9  to  the  settlement,  that  an  act  whicb  does  not  ^-^.^^^ 

aAFg^C;  his  life-interest  in  the  fund  and  is  for  the  benefit  '^  ^ 

^^    tfcia  children  themftelves,  should  operate  as  a  for-  Coweeat. 
*^*^*^x-«.     The    contingency    runs    through   the    whole 
^■'x^i^^tion. 


e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

^^Tm  both  points  I  am  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff.  In  the 
y^^*^  place,  I  am  oFopinion,  that  this  is  a  composition  with 
^^    t^reditors  within  the  terms  of  the  deed.  The  dividends 

^^  to  be  paid  to  Mr.  Cockram  until  one  of  these  five 
**^nts — [His  Honor  stated  them.']    That  this  is  a  com- 


ition  with   creditors  nobody  can  doubt;    but  it  is 
^^^^nded,  that  it  was  not  a  forfeiture,  because  it  was 
.    ^t  of  such  a  nature  that  a  commission  could  have 
^ued  upon  it,  it  not  being  an  act  of  bankruptcy.     It 
t^peara  to  me,  that  the  very  thing  is  provided  for  by 
^He  deed«  for  the  interest  is  given  until  he  shall  '^  make 
^^y  composition  with  his  creditors  for  the  payment  of 
^is  debts,  although  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  should 
^t  issue  against  him."    Am  I  to  consider  it  as  if  the 
Words  were  a  composition   *^  on  which  a  commission 
inight  though  it  has  not  issued  V  I  think  not,  and  that 
the  very  case  is  provided  for.     Manning  v.  Chambers,  if 
anything^  was  a  stronger  case  than  the  present,  for 
there,  by  a  voluntary  deed,  certain  funds  were  assigned 
to  the  husband  until  he  should  commit  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy; be  had  committed  one  before  the  deed  had 
beeD  executed,  and  was  uncertificated,  and  the  Court 
held,  that  be  had  no  interest  in  the  funds.    The  object 
was  not  so  much  to  forfeit  the  interest  of  the  husband, 
as  to  accelerate  the  wife's  estate. 

Here  interests  were  limited  in  succession  to  the  wife, 

the 
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Sharp 
v. 

CoSSERAT. 


the  husband  and  the  children ;  and  the  intention  was, 
if  the  husband  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  or 
made  a  composition  during  the  life  or  after  the  death 
of  his  wife,  to  bring  forward  and  accelerate  the  estate 
to  the  children.  The  result  is,  that  when  the  De- 
fendant, Mr.  Cockram,  made  a  composition  with  bis 
creditors,  the  rights  of  the  children  became  accelerated, 
and,  on  the  death  of  their  mother,  they  became  entitled 
to  the  property. 


ASPLAND  V.  WATTE. 


Beauest  to  A.    fTlHE  testator,  John  Watte^  by  his  will,  bequeathed 
armuitv^of  follows : — "  Also  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  un 


Afov  25. 
June  11. 

"■"  -  .     -^        '    '  as 

annuity  of  luuuwa  ; rxi»u  l  give,  ucvi»c  aim  uc4ucai.u  UntO 

100/., "  b^- in-  my  said  son  John,  an  annuity  clear  of  100/.  of  like 

terest  arising      t»  •  •  •  i       •  •  • 

out  of  money     Bntish  money,  by  mterest  arising  out  of  money  to  be 

foMVr^ur-      ^^s^®d  f^""  ^^^^  purpose  by  my  executors  in  the  puhlic 

pose  by  the       funds  or  Other  good  security^  he  to  be  paid  the  same 

puWic  funds  or  quarterly,  of  25Z.  per  quarter,  and  the  same  to  be  vested 

other  good  se-  in  trustees  for  payment  of  the  same  annuity  to  him,  my 

after  his  death,  Said  son  Johuy  for  and  during  his  natural  life,  and  after 

"  tbe  said  ^[^at  estate  or  period,  ray  rnind  and  will  is,  that  should 
capital  stocks  '  "^ 

so  purchased" 
to  A,'i  chil- 
dren.    By  a 
codicil  the  tes»- 
tator  said, 

"  what  I  mean  in  my  will  by  securing  money  in  the  public  funds,  is  to  purchase  a 
capital  stock"  in  the  consols  by  my  executors.  Held,  that  the  executors  might  either 
purchase  in  the  consols  or  in  other  good  security,  but  having  done  neither  in  the  life  of 
A,,  his  children  were  entitled  to  3,333/.  Qs.  Sd.  consols,  and  not  to  2,000/.  cash. 

In  the  above  case,  A.  died  in  1843,  and  his  children,  on  receiving  2,000/.,  executed 
a  release,  which,  after  reciting,  that  according  to  the  trust,  2,000/.  had  been  set  apart 
to  answer  the  annuity,  they  released  the  representative  of  the  testator  from  all  claims 
and  demands.  In  1854,  the  children  instituted  a  suit  to  recover  the  amount  of  consols 
which  would  be  required  to  produce  100/  Held,  that  having  regard  to  the  situation 
in  life  of  the  Plaintiff*,  the  inaccuracy  of  the  recitals,  and  the  absence  of  professional 
assistance,  they  were  not  barred  by  lapse  of  time. 


he  leave  any  lawful  issue  of  his  body,  that  then  and  in 
that  case,  the  said  capital  stock  so  purchased  and  vested 

in 


Mn 
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n  trustees  for  payment  of  the  said  annuity,  or  be  it  in 

Doney,  shall  be  equally  divided  between  such  child  or 

^cz^hildren  of  my  said  son  John  as  shall  be  then  living." 

~  -I'he    testator    appointed    William    Morton   and   John 

'^^ompton  executors  of  his  will. 

The  testator  made  a  codicil  to  his  will  without  date, 
^as  follows  : — "  Note,  what  I  mean,  in  my  will  above,  by 
^securing  money  in  the  public  funds,  is,  to  purchase  a 
^^apital  stock  in  the  Consolidated  Bank  of  England 
-Annuities,  by  my  above-named  executors,  William  Mor- 
^on  and  John  ComptonJ* 

The  testator  died  in  1809,  and  on  the  renunciation  of 

"the  two  executors,  letters  of  administration  were  granted 

^o  Abraham  Watte,  the  residuary  legatee.     It  did  not 

appear  that  any  investment  had  been  made  to  secure 

"tlie  annuity,  but  it  was  duly  paid  by  Abraham  Watte  to 

^^ohn   Watte,  during  his  life.     He  died  in  September, 

1 843,  leaving  the  Plaintiffs,  Mary  Ann  and  Elizabeth, 

1^18  only  children,  him  surviving,  and  thereupon  Abraham 

\yatie  paid  to  each  of  them  970/.  6s.,  being  half  the 

^,000/.,  minus  the  legacy  duty  and  expenses.    They  exe- 

^^uted  a  release,  dated  6th  of  October,  1843,  whereby, 

^ftfter  reciting  the  above  stated  clause  in  the  will,  but 

wnaking  no  allusion  to  the  codicil ;  and  reciting  the  re- 

^lunciation  of  probate  by  the  executors,  and  the  grant 

of  letters  of  administration  to  Abraham  Watte,  and  that 

lie  '*  proceeded  to  execute  the  duties  and  trusts  directed 

in  and  by  the  said  will,  and  particularly  he,  Abraham 

Watte,  set  apart,  out  of  the  assets  of  the  testator,  the  sum 

of  2,0001,,  to  meet,  answer  and  pay  the  annuity  of  100/. 

to  the  said  John  Watte,  the  testator's  eldest  son,  as 

directed  by  the  will,"  and  which  annuity  he  paid  to 

John  Watte  till  his  death;   and  reciting  the  death  of 

John  Watte,  leaving  Mary  Ann  2Lnd  Elizabeth,  his  only 

children, 
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1866.  children,  him  surviving,  who  thereupon  *' became  en- 
titled, in  equal  moieties,  to  the  sum  of  2,000/.  money  to 
set  apart  to  answer  and  pay  the  said  annuity  of  100/. 
to/'  &c.,  it  was  witnessed,  that  in  consideration  of  the 
sura  of  990/.  paid  to  Mary  Ann  and  JEHzabeth,  ^  as 
and  in  full  of  their  several  and  respective  moieties, 
parts  and  shares  of  the  trust  sum  of  2,000/.  so  set 
apart  to  answer  and  pay,"  &c.,  after  deducting  the 
legacy  duty  thereon,  the  receipt  whereof  was  thereby 
acknowledged,  Mary  Ann  and  Elizabeth  jointly  and 
severally  released  and  discharged  Abraham  Watte,  bis 
heirs,  &c.  ''  from  all  further  or  other  claims  or  de- 
mands whatsoever,  for  or  in  respect  of  their  said  several 
moieties,  half  parts  and  shares  of  and  in  the  rever- 
sionary legacy  of  2,000/.  money,  or  other  property 
whatsoever  given  and  bequeathed  and  intended  to  be 
given  and  bequeathed  by  the  will  of  the  testator,  John 
Watte,  to  or  for,"  &c.;  with  a  general  release  "  of  and 
from  all  further  and  other  accounts,  reckonings,  actions, 
suits,  controversies,  claims  or  demands  whatsoever  in 
respect  of  the  said  reversionary  gift,  bequest  or  benefit 
given  or  intended  to  be  given  by  the  testator,  John 
Watte,  by  his  will  to  or  for  the  said  lawful  children  of 
the  said  John  Watte,  his  son,  living  at  the  time  of  his 
death  as  aforesaid,  or  otherwise  howsoever." 

Abraham  Watte  died  in  November,  1852,  and  his  will 
was  proved  by  the  Defendant,  Margaret  Watte. 

The  release  or  deed  poll  of  the  6th  of  October,  1843, 
was  executed  by  Mary  Ann,  then  the  wife  of  John 
Dimmock  Asplandy  and  also  by  John  Dimmock  Asp- 
land,  Elizabeth  Watte  was  then  a  spinster,  but  was 
now  the  wife  of  William  Drew, 

The  Plaintiffs,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Aspland  and  Mr.  and 

Mrs. 


JRoupeU  and   Mr,  Cottrell,  for  the   Plaintiffs, 

'^'^^^    s^lease  executed  by  the  Plaintiffs  in  1843  is  no  bar 

*^^       ^ta-c  relief  sought  by  this  bill,  for  though  general 

^^"^^■•ci^  are  used  applicable  to  every  claim  or  demand 

^*^*<ifci  the  Plaintiffs  might  have,  yet,  in  construing  such 

'"^^^^-mjaroents,  general  expressions  of  this  sort  are  limited 

3^    "^lic  recitals  and  context,  which  shew  the  object  in 

^*^^^'    mod  the  real  intentions  of  the  parties  ;  Payler  v, 

•^'*^^!—  mnham  (a) ;  Linda  v.  Lindo  (6) ;  Ramsden  v.  ffyt-- 

^*^  C<^)-     But  besides  this,  there  are  errors,  misrepresen-* 

^^^*0-*:^s  and  suppression  on  the  face  of  the  instrumentj 

^^^^■^^la  renders  it  ineffectual,  except  as  a  receipt  of  the 

"^^  ^^^i  Bt  actually  paid.    Such  settlements,  made  in  error 

^    '^^nder  a  mistaken  notion  of  the  parties'  rights,  have 

repeatedly  avoided  in  equity;  Millar  v.  Crai^  {d); 

'  ^^"^^^^^rick  V.  Broderick  {e).     If  the  real  facts  be  con- 

^^^**^<3,even  a  family  compromise  is  invalid;  Harvey  ▼• 

^^^^^^isopdly.    According  to  the  true  construction  of  the 

*      ^%8  e:i(plained  by  the  codicil,  the  testator  intended 

^^**^«ively  an  investment  in  stock.     It  was  therefore 

^     ^i  uty  of  the  legal  personal  representative  to  have 

invested 


*^««r^ 


f  jJx       '^  ^^^  *  5.  423.  {d)  6  Beav.  433. 

>^<       1  Bern.  496.  (c)  1  Peere  Wm.  239. 

V«^  J     38  Fet.  loi.  305.  (/)  4  Russ.  34. 


ASPLAMB 
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A>1  rm^^     Drew,  having  discovered   in   the  beginning  of       1866. 
m^iaewm-m^^xry,  1864,  that  they  were  entitled  to  the  sum  of 
s^oci^liL  directed  to  be  invested  to  answer  the  annuity  of 
I  OO^.^  in  the  manner  mentioned  in  the  codicil,  which  fact,       Watte. 
&c^     'fc^ej  alleged,  Abraham  Watte  had  wilfully  concealed 
Tro^na    them,  filed  their  bill  on  the  27th  of  January,  1864, 
<^1^ inking,  notwithstanding  the  release,  to  be  paid  the 
^  >^9^ev-«nce  between  the  value  of  the  stock  and  the  sums 
^^^t^-a«i^lly  paid  to  them. 


V 
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invested  a  sufficient  sum  in  consols  to  produce  100/.  a 
year,  and  having  neglected  to  do  so,  he  became  liable 
to  the  PlaintiiTs  for  the  amount  of  stock,  and  not  for 
the  2,000/. ;  Byrcliall  v.  Bradford{a) ;  Pride  v.  Fooks{b). 
But  even  if  he  had  an  option  to  invest  in  consols  or 
real  security,  he  is  still  answerable  in  stock ;  Dimes  v. 
Scott  (c);  Watts  v.  Girdkstone  (d);  Marsh  v.  Hunter  (e); 
Ames  V.  Parkinson  (/). 


•C 


Mr.  jf2.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Co/«,  contri.  The  will  gives 
an  option  of  investing  either  in  the  public  funds  or 
other  good  security,  and  in  the  codicil,  the  testator 
merely  explains  that  by  ''public  funds"  be  meant  ''con- 
sols,''  the  option  therefore  remains.  Whatever  doubt 
might  have  formerly  existed,  the  case  of  Robinson  v. 
Robinson{g)  has  finally  determined,  that  where  a  testator 
directs  his  trustees  to  invest  trust  monies  in  parlia- 
mentary stocks  or  funds,  or  on  real  securities,  and  they 
omit  so  to  invest  it,  the  cestuis  que  trust  have  not  the 
option  of  charging  them  with  the  monies  which  would 
have  been  produced  if  the  monies  had  been  invested  in 
the  funds,  but  are  only  entitled  to  have  the  trust  monies 
replaced,  with  interest  at  41.  per  cent. 


>ld 
X  n 

;^S 


The  release  is  a  complete  bar  to  the  present  demand. 
It  was  executed  twelve  years  ago,  and  where  the  parties 
have  acted  on  a  particular  construction  of  a  doubtful 
instrument,  this  Court  is  most  reluctant  to  disturb  a  set- 
tlement or  compromise  entered  into  on  that  foundation; 
Clifton  V.  Cockburn  (A).  The  lapse  of  time  which  has 
intervened,  the  laches  of  the  Plaintiffs,  and  the  deaths 

of 

(fl)  6  Madd,  13,  235.  (/)  7  Beav.  379. 

(b)  2  Beav.  430.  (g)  1   2>e  G.  Macn.  ^  Gor. 

(c)  4  KttM.  202.  247. 

(rf)  6  Beav.  188.  (A)  3  Myl  4'  JT.  p.  100. 

(e)  6  Madd  295. 


^ss  rs 
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of*   -^lie  only  parties  who  could  have  satisfactorily  ex- 

plgif  y^od  the  matter,  and  who  most  probably  would  have 

pmo^rcsid  that  the  2,000/.  had  been  really  set  apart^  are 

fli'a#<1<sient  to  induce  the  Court  to  refuse  to  disturb  the 

eaum^ting  final  settlement. 

r.  Moupell,  in  reply. 


Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

I    ^wrill  read  the  will  and  the  answer  of  the  Defendant 

^^^^tQiret  I  dispose  of  the  case,  and  I  reserve  my  opinion 

^^^     "(he  effect  of  the  codicil;  but  there  are  one  or  two 

I^oi^nts  material  to  observe  upon  on  this  occasion.    It  is 

^"''^oug,  that  Robinson  v.  Robinson  and  that  class  of 

^^^^^^»,  where  a  sum  of  money  is  given  to.  trustees  or 

^^c^otators  to  invest  either  in  consols  or  on  real  secu- 

'^^^^a,  do  not  apply  to  a  case  where  they  are  directed  to 

^*^''^^3t  such  a  sum  of  money  as  will  produce  a  given 

^«»ouBt  of  annuity. 

If    this  bill  had  been  filed  against  Abraham  Watte  in 

^^^4^    instead  of  against  his  representatives  in  1863, 

^^    oase  would  be  extremely  different    The  Plaintiffs 

^^gh^^  at  any  time  during  the  life  of  John  Watte^  have 

^^Qie   forward  and  insisted  on  an  investment :  if  they 

**^    done  so  in  Abraham  Watte's  lifetime,  and  it  ap- 

li^^^^^d  that  the  money  had  not  been  invested,  he  could 

'^^t  Biiccessftilly  have  contended  that  he  was  only  bound 

^vest  such  a  sum  as  would,  after  the  death  of  John 

^^^€^y  produce  100/.  a  year.     He  would  have  been 

^.^***pelM  to  make  such  an  investment  in  real  securi- 

^*  Or  in  consols  as  would  have  produced  100/.  a  year 

^^  •^^ji  Watte  for  life,  and  secured  the  capital  to  the 

^*^/*drcn  on  his  death.    He  would  not  have  been  per- 

^^*t^d  to  take  advantage  of  his  own  breach  of  trust 

"^ox.  XX.  1 1  If 
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1866.       UJokn  Watte  had  died,  the  eflbet  of  his  detth  would  j 

not  have  deprived  the  persons  entitled  in  remainder  -^ 

of  their  right    If  Jokn  Watte  were  alive,  the  tmslee  ^ 

Watte.       would  have  to  purchase  stock  sufficient  to  produce  1002.  Ji 

a  year,  but  if  he  were  dead,  the  trustee  oould  not  my,  ^i 

**  I  am  only  bound  to  pay  such  a  sum  of  money  as  ^ 

would  at  any  time  purchase  100/.  a  year."     If,  however,  ^-^ 

Abraham  Watte  had  proved  that  he  had  invested  the  ^ 

money  on  other  securitieS|  v|f|iich  had  prp^uoed  and  J:> 

was  then  producing  100/.  a  year,  that  would  be  an  mm 
answer  to  the  claims  of  the  Plaintiflb. 

The  lapse  of  time  is  very  material.     As  against  .^4 

Abraham  Watte,  I  should  call  on  him  to  prove  the  ^ae 

investment,  which  it  might  be  difficult  for  him  to  prove  ^ 

after  a  great  lapse  of  time :  at  the  same  time,  it  is 
the  duty  of  trustees  to  keep  evidence  of  their  dealings 
in  respect  of  their  trust.  It  is  with  respect  to  the  evi- 
dence,  on  this  part  of  the  case,  that  I  wish  to  reserve 
my  opinion. 

1  think  the  release  cannot  be  considered  as  a  bar.  It 
was  given  to  a  trustee  by  his  cestuis  que  trust,  persons 
in  a  humble  condition  of  life,  not  likely  to  be  very 
conversant  with  the  subject,  having  no  information  as 
to  their  rights,  and  no  independent  professional  assist- 
ance ;  and  though  I  at  all  times  feel  inclined  to  give 
weight  to  the  objections  arising  from  lapse  of  time,  I 
think  I  cannot  treat  this  release  as  of  any  greater  value 
than  a  receipt  for  the  money  then  actually  paid  over. 


JumW.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  circum- 

stances of  the  case) : — 

^'^•'l  tlint  llie  executor  had  power  to  in- 
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ve^tt    iD  the  funds  or  real  securities,  and  although  I  bad        18d5. 

soxaa^   hesitation  at  the  hearing,  I  have  come  to  the 
coa-ftcrlusioQ  that  he  had  the  power  to  invest  in  either, 
pr«::>'vi<led  the  securities  were  ample  and   sufficient  to       Watte. 
pr^^d^jce  the  lOOZ.  a  year. 


V 


16  annuity  was  paid  to  John  until  his  death  in  1843, 
*^1^  ^x^  he  died,  leaving  two  children,  who  are  F)aintiffs 
**^  'tlTO  case.  Within  a  month  afterwards,  Abraham 
P^i«i  each  of  these  children  970/.,  and  they  then  exe- 
^^-•"^^d  a  release,  which  was  to  this  effect : — [His  ffanor 

I^t^e  first  question  is  as  to  the  validity  of  this  transac- 

*'*^^'^*      If  the  Court  should  be  of  opmion  that  these 

^^-"^ilclreii  have  not  had  their  full  rights,  then  the  next 

^^^^^tion  is,  what  effect  the  lapse  of  time  has  on  the 

''^^^atactiou  which  took  place  in  1843,  while  the  bill  was 

*^^^^    filed  until  the  beginning  of  1864,     I  first  consider 

^^     cjuestion  of  construction  of  the  will,  and,  in  that 

Vi^^^^     of  the  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiffs 

^^*"^    entitled  to  more  than  the  2,000/. ;  that  is  on  the 

^*^^nce  now  before  me.     Having  come  to  the  con- 

^^ifoa  that,  according  to   its  true  construction,  the 

**1      g^ve  power  to  the  executors  to  invest  the  money 

*^"  ^i:  on  real  security  or  in  consols,  it  follows,  that  if 

^y      had  bond  fide  invested  2,000/.  on  real  securities 

***^cijfc  produced  five  per  cent.,  they  would  not  be  liable 

^     *=iQore  than  the  sum  so  invested.     But,  on  the  evi- 

^^^^^^  now  before  me,  I  am  of  opinion  that  they  did 

^    ^^iaake  any  such  investment,  and  none  being  made, 

^    c^cffliiM  que  trust  had  a  right,  at  any  time,  to  insist 

*^^viDg  an  investpaept  made. 

^  fc^ig  is  distinguishable  from  the  cases  before  Lord 
^^''^9daie.    Those  were  cases  where  executors   were 

1 1  2  ordered 
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1865.       ordered  to  invest  either  "  in  the  funds  or  an  real  Mecu-  — 

rities"  and  the  interest  was  payable  to  one  for  life,  ^t 

and  afterwards   to  other  persons.     The  CSourts  have  s^ 

Watte.       ultimately  held,  that  the  executors  are  only  liable  for  -mm 

the  amount  of  the  money  and  not  for  the  stock.    The  ^j 

same  result  would  take  place  in  the  converse  case  if  l^i 

the  funds  had  fallen ;  there  the  executor  would  not  be  ^4 

entitled  to  compel  the  legatee  to  take  so  much  consols  ^  1 

as  would  have  been  bought  had  the  legacy  been  so  <:>i 

applied,  but  which  would  not  now  produce  the  same  ^i 
amount 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  in  this  case  the  cestuig  que  trust  ^-a 

were  entitled  to  the  amount  of  an  investment  to  produce  ^»^ 

100/.  a  year.    The  amount  could  only  be  ascertained  by  •^r'  1 

actual  investment,  and  the  trustee  not  having  thought  ^  t 

fit  to  make  one,  the  cestuis  que  trust  have  a  right  to  ^ 

come  and  insist  on  it.  The  case  I  put  during  the  argu- 
ment illustrates  the  view  I  take  of  the  case.  If  the 
Plaintiffs  had,  during  the  life  of  their  father,  filed  a  bill 
to  have  a  sufficient  sum  invested  to  pay  the  annuity 
and  for  securing  the  amount  due  to  them  on  his  death, 
then,  as  the  trustee  had  made  no  investment,  the  Court 
would  have  ordered  an  investment  to  be  made,  and,  as 
the  trustee  had  made  no  selection,  would  have  selected 
consols. 

If  the  father  had  died  immediately  after  the  bill  had 
been  filed,  the  result  would  have  been  the  same,  as  the 
trustee  had  not  performed  his  duty.  I  am  of  opinion, 
in  this  case,  that  though  the  tenant  for  life  died,  the 
PlaintiHs  are  entitled  to  have  the  amount  required  to 
produce  100/.  divided  between  them. 

That  being  so,  I  am  of  opinion  (assuming  the  case  to 
be  recent)  their  rights  would  be  the  same  now,  and  that 

if 
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if  Abraham  Watte  had  been  a  Defendant  to  this  suit, 
he  would  be  bound  to  pay  the  amount  necessary  to 
make  the  investment,  and  he  not  having  made  any,  the 
Plaintiffs  would  be  entitled  to  so  much  consols  as  would      Wattb. 
have  produced  this  annuity. 

The  case  is  embarrassed  by  reason  not  merely  of  the 
length  of  time,  but  of  the  circumstance  that  the  bill  was 
not  filed  till  after  the  deaths  of  Abraham  Watte  and  of 
the  solicitor  engaged  in  the  matter.  Under  ordinary 
circumstances,  I  should  consider  this  to  be  a  bar  to  the 
claim;  but  the  Plaintiffs  were  in  a  humble  station  of 
life,  and  had  no  professional  assistance;  the  facts  were 
not  accurately  represented,  nor  was  the  release  ex- 
plained to  them  at  the  time.  I  think  that  their  rights 
are  not  barred  by  what  has  occurred,  but  the  executor 
ought  to  have  liberty  to  shew  that  the  money  has  been 
invested.  I  should  have  required  Abraham  Watte  to 
shew  that  it  had  been  invested  in  good  and  sufficient 
security,  for  he  ought  to  have  preserved  evidence  of 
his  dealings  with  these  trust  monies.  1  think  from  the 
answer,  that  the  Defendant  would  not  now  be  able  to 
shew  it.  It  appears  reasonably  clear  that  no  such  in- 
vestment did  take  place,  and  although  I  will  direct  an 
inquiry,  if  asked,  yet  if  it  should  turn  out  that  none  was 
made,  the  Defendant  will  have  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
inquiry.  Subject  to  that  I  must  declare,  that  it  ap- 
pearing that  the  fund  was  not  invested  by  Abraham 
Watte,  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  the  value  of  so 
much  consols  as  would  have  produced  100/.  a  year; 
that  of  course  is  3,333/.  6s.  8d.  consols.  I  shall  make 
the  decree  without  costs;  but  if  the  suit  had  been 
against  Abraham  Watte  himself,  and  he  had  not 
proved  a  proper  investment,  I  should  have  made  him 
pay  the  costs. 
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1866. 


June  11,  12. 

When  it  is 
asked  that 
small  sums 
may  be  paid 
out  of  Court, 
to  the  solicitor 
of  the  parties 
entitled,  the 
Court  requires 
the  production 
of  their  written 
consent.    In  a 
case  where  the 
consent  was 
signed  by 
eleven  out  of 
twelve  of  the 
parties,  and  the 
twelfth  was  in 
America,  the 
Court  dis- 
pensed  with 
his  signature, 
on  the  soli- 
citor's undeiv 
taking  to  pay 
over  the 
amount. 


STAINES  V.  GIFFARD. 

TlyTR.  W.  //.  Clarke  appeared  in  support  of  a  petition 
"^^■^  for  payment,  out  of  Court,  of  some  sitiall  sums 
to  the  solicitor,  the  solicitor  undertaking  to  pay  them 
over  to  the  parties  entitled. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


June  12 


In  this  case,  the  order  may  be  taken  for  the  payinen- 
of  these  small  sums  to  the  solicitor,  he  undertaking  ta 
pay  them  over  to  the  parties  entitled.  The  usual  prac= 
tice  is,  to  require  a  document  signed  by  the  parties  to 
produced,  expressing  their  wish  that  the  amount  shoul 
be  paid  to  their  solicitor.  Iti  this  case  eleven  out  c 
twelve  have  signed  such  a  pdper,  and  the  twelfth  is  i 
sident  in  America. 

Under  these  circumstances,  I  will  dispense  with  tl 
signature  in  this  particular  case,  on  the  undertaking 
the  solicitor  to  pay  the  same  over. 


c 
re 


th 


Note.— See  Kehall  v.  Minton,  2  Beav.  .161  ;  Brandling  v.  Rum^ 
Jaco6,  48;  Hawkins  v.  Dod,  1  Hare,  146;    Middieton  v.  Youn^m 
17  Jur,  664;  Armstrong  v.  Stockham,  11  Jur,  97. 
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1866. 


FORSHAW  V.  HIGGINSON. 

M^nf  2,  5, 

^  I  ^HIS  case  was  argued  by —  A  trustee  can- 

J.  not,  from  mere 

caprice,  retire 

Mr.  B.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Bnry,  for  the  Plaintiff,  from  the  per- 

They  cited  Greenwood  v.  Waheford  (a).  his  trust,  with- 

out paying  the 
cosls  occa- 

Mr.  JRoupell,  Mr.  JMdr,  Mr.  Folleit^  Mr*  Smithy  Mr.  sioned.    But 
Dickinson,  for  the  Defcbdants.  "lil^lTt?.^ 

'  ansmg  m  the 

administration 
-^r      n    Ty  i  •  i.  of  a  trust  which 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  in  reply.  have  altered 

the  nature  of 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment  as  to  }|fy 'him^in^'**" 
costs*  leaving  it  and 

entitle  him  to 

his  costs. 
A  trustee 

5.       The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  was  desirous  of 

retiring,  and 

III  this  case,  the  terms  of  the  decree  to  be  made  were  ^"doina'  ^  '" 
settled  at  the  hearings  but  I  reserved  my  judgment,  for  though  from 

nrivate  cir— 

the  purpose  of  considering  what  ought  to  be  done  with  cumstances; 

respect  to  the  costs  of  the  suit.  ^'^  <^^5^«'*f  y«« 

prevented  nim 
This  is  a  suit  by  a  trustee,  who  prays  that  he  may  be  retiring,  he 

discharged  from  the  trusts  of  an  indenture  of  the  2 1st  suittoadmi- 

of  June.  1850,  and  that  the  trusts  remaining^  to  be  per-  ni^terthe 

formed  may  be  duly  performed,  and  onenng  to  account,  was  allowed 

The  rule  on  this  subject  is  free  from  obscurity^  the  only    "/^tee 

difficulty  is  to  apply  it«    It  is  quite  settled,  that  a  trustee  desirous  of 

.     retiring,  by 
cannot,  ^^^^^  ^^  i^jg 

(a)  1    Beav.   576;     and    sec       Covenlry  v.   Coventry,  1    Keen,  wautofconfi- 

Howard  V.  Rhodes,  1  Keen,  58l  ;       758.  ^^''^^  ^"  J^« 

co-trustee, 

cannot  safely  effect  his  object  by  getting  such  co-trustee  to  appoint  a  new  trustee  in 

iifo  plaeci  uilder  a  power  tested  in  him  for  that  purpoie. 
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1866.       cannoti  from  mere  caprice^  retire  from  the  peiformance 
of  his  trosti  without  paying  the  costs  occasioned  by 
that  act    It  is  also  quite  clear,  that  any  drcomstances, 
HiGoiMsoM.    arising  in  the  administration  of  the  trust,  which  have  « 

altered  the  nature  of  his  duties,  justify  him  in  leaving  ^ 
it,  and  entitle  him  to  receive  his  costs,  but  I  think  that  ^ 
to  justify  him  in  that  course,  the  circumstances  most  ^^ 
be  such  as  arise  out  of  the  administration  of  the  trust,  ^^^ 
and  not  those  relating  to  himself  individually. 

Here,  the  circumstances  which,  in  my  opinion,  justi — m-^a 
fied  his  saying,  "  I  cannot  proceed  in  the  administra— ^g^r-i^ 
tion  of  the  trust  with  my  co-trustee,**  arose  out  of  hissf  ^r^f^ 
private  circumstances,  not  out  of  the  administration  o^u^    qj 
the  trust.    If  therefore,  on  the  application  to  the  trustee&^^^^eg 
to  be  discharged,  his  cestuis  que  trust  had  said,  ''yor^^^^oo 
must  pay  the  costs  of  the  appointment  of  the  nev^^»i^ 
trustees,*'  which  would  have  been  the  mere  costs  of  n  m  ■m 
endorsement  on  a  deed,  and  he  had  refused  to  do  fhi  ^  _i(^ 
I  should  not  have  supported  the  Plaintiff  in  institutinac— =ig- 
a  suit,  by  giving  him  the  costs  thereby  occasioned.    Bi^  at 
that  is  not  the  present  case,  which  is  one  of  a  differe^iHc?^ 
description.     In  fact,  the  events  which  had  occuiicLL^t/ 
made  it  impossible,  in  my  opinion,  for  the  Plaintiff  -to 
feel  that  confidence  in  his  co-trustee,  which  was  neces- 
sary, although  the  reasons  were  of  a  private  natuiv 
and  not  arising  out  of  the  trust.     He  made  an  applica- 
tion to  the  cestuis  que  trust  to  be  discharged  from  the 
trust,  and  for  a  release  in  respect  of  his  former  pro- 
ceedings.   They  stated,  in  answer, — "  We  cannot  give 
you  a  release,  because  there  is  one  matter  in  which 
we  think    you  have  committed  a  breach   of  trust** 
His  reply  was  a  very  proper  one : — "Then  give  me  a 
release  in  respect  of  all  other  matters  relating  to  the 
trusts."    The  answer  is,  "No,  it  is* a  matter  of  grea' 
importance,  and  we  cannot  relieve  you  from  the  trust 

Whr 
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What  could  a  trustee  do  under  such  circumstances  ?  I  1866. 
am  of  opinion,  that  he  could  not  properly  have  got  rid 
of  the  trust  by  means  of  the  power  contained  in  the 
deed,  for  although  it  enabled  the  other  trustee  to  ap-  Hioqixsok. 
point  a  new  trustee  in  the  place  of  a  retiring  one,  still, 
if  the  Plaintiff,  William  John  Forshaw,  had  retired  from 
the  trust,  on  the  ground  of  want  of  confidence  in  his 
co-trustee,  and  had  allowed  that  person,  in  whom  he  felt 
no  confidence,  to  appoint  another  person,  not  only  not 
sanctioned,  but  opposed  and  objected  to  by  the  cestuis 
que  trust ;  although  I  do  not  say  he  would  have  been 
liable  for  any  misconduct  that  might  afterwards  have 
been  committed  by  the  trustees,  yet  the  Court  would 
certainly  have  greatly  disapproved  of  such  a  proceed- 
ing, and  he  would  have  rendered  himself  liable  to  great 
risks,  such  as  no  trustee  should  be  called  upon  to  incur. 
I  think  therefore  he  could  not  properly  get  rid  of  the 
trusts  by  means  of  the  power  of  appointing  new  trustees 
contained  in  the  deed. 

No  person  can  be  compelled  to  remain  a  trustee  and 
act  in  the  execution  of  the  trust.  As  I  have  already 
stated,  if  the  circumstances  preventing  his  continuing  to 
perform  his  duties  arose  from  any  act  of  his  own,  or 
anything  relating  to  himself,  I  think  he  ought  to  pay 
the  costs  of  the  appointment  of  a  new  trustee ;  but  if 
the  persons  upon  whom  the  appointment  of  the  new 
trustee  depend  (which,  in  my  opinion,  are  the  cestuis  que 
trust  in  the  present  case)  absolutely  refuse  to  take  any 
steps  for  that  purpose,  what  is  he  to  do  ?  In  my  opinion, 
the  only  course  he  could  take  was,  to  say,  that  which 
every  trustee  may  say,  '^  I  will  apply  to  and  have  the 
trusts  executed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  I  will 
ask  to  be  discharged  from  the  trusts  as  incidental  to 
that  relief.^  That,  in  feet,  is  what  has  taken  place  in 
this  case.    The  Plaintiff,  by  his  bill,  seeks  to  have  the 

trusts 
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1856.  trusts  of  the  indenture  executed  by  the  Court,  and  to  be 

^'^^^^  disfcharged  fVota  his  office  of  trdstels.    The  eeistitis  que 

V.  trust  appear  to  take  the  benefit  of  the  suit,  for  they 

HiooiNsoN.  ^jj.  f^^  ^^  account  agaittftt  the  Plalntifi*  and  hid  co-- 


\r^ 


trustee,  which,  no  dbubt,  might  have  bei!n  giiren  withdnts^^K:^^, 
the  institution  of  th6  suit,  M'd  they  hi^  Willitig  kttd  ar^-^^^ 
desirous  td  haVe  two  H^Vr  trusteed  appbint^.  t  t!finnbt3^^::^(j( 
fh>m  the  bittumstance  that  the  dccoiitit  tilight  ha?^v-^,^ 
beeh  taken  oUt  of  CbtiH:,  say,  that  th&y  hdvk  hbt  bcb^  ^t^^. 
siotied  this  suit,  for  when  the  Plaintiff  asked  for  a  rv-iKre- 
lekse  (which  of  course  must  haVe  be(sii  on  passing  h^rM^is 
actiotlrtls),  they  said,  "No,  we  objebt  to  one  thin.- .^ng, 
^e  Will  tiol  gire  you  any  release,  you  mtist  ^tnain  a 

trtlstiee."    The  Plaintiff  thetl  says,  'Hf  I  ath  to  tetna^HiQ 
a  trustee  t  have  no  Confidence  in  my  co-trtistee,  andlHi  J 

milst  go  to  the  CoUrt  artd  have  the  trusts  adftUinifttei ed 

there."    This,  in  effect,  is  the  pray^t-  of  the  bill,  it  pra^n^ys. 
that  the  Plaititiff  may  be  relilsVed  from  b^g  any  loti^^er 
a  trustee  of  the  indenture  of  the  2Ut  day  bfJiike,  18^30. 
jointly  with  the  Defendant,  Henry  Forshaw,  and  tL:sat 
the  trusts  of  the  said  indenture  (so  far  as  they  still  m^- 
main  unjjetformed)  may  be  catried  into  effect  by  &  wiA 
tinder  the  direction  of  this  Court.    That,  if  necessa  ry, 
Some  person  may  be  appointed  a  trustee  bf  the  said    i  k3- 
denture,  in  the  place  or  stead  of  thb  Plaititiff.    That    e^^^ 
proper  accounts  may  he  taken  atid  directions  given    1F^^ 
carryiiig  the  above-mentioned  ^ti)7>osel»  into  effect     3C  3e 
does  not  pray  an  account  against  himself,  but  makes      "^^^ 
offer  to  accoutit,  which  is  accepted,  attd  the  abcount  ^^"^  ^" 
be  takeb  accordingly. 

I  am  of  opinion,  in  the  result,  that  I  must  treat  tt^'* 
as  an  ordinary  suit,  for  the  administTatioii  bf  the  ttm^^^ 
of  ati  estate ;  artd,  as  these  person^  are  all  interested    ^^ 
the  fhndj  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  feosts  of  all  par**^^^ 
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must  be  paid  as  between  solicitor  and  client  out  of  the       1866. 
Artist  fiind.  If^^^^ 

FORMIAW 
V. 

I  have  a  word  to  say  with  relation  to  the  costs  of  the    Hioawion. 
evidence  which  has  been  gone  into  between  the  Plain- 
tiff and  the  Defendant,  Henry  Forshaw.     I  think  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  placed  in  a  very  difficult  position  with 
regard  to  this  evidence.     In  the  first  place,  if  he  had 
not  gone  into  evidence  it  would  have  been  said,  that  he 
had  acted  from  mere  caprice,  and  that  although  he  had 
made  certain  allegations,  there  was  no  evidence  of  them. 
TherefoHs  he  went  into  this  evidence.     But  the  evidence 
is  giv)»n  not  in  respect  of  any  t^lief  prttyed  against  the 
Defendant,  Henry  Forshaw ^  for  no  relief  is  phiyed 
agilinst  him,  and,  iii  my  opinion,  properly,  fbr  I  db  not 
-think  the  bill  ought  to  have  prayed  relief  agaihst  him. 
It  was  for  the  cestvis  qm  trust  io  pray  relief  against 
Ilitn,  and  ask,  either  that  he  might  be  discharged  from 
^he  thist,  or  that  a  new  trustee  might  be  appointed, 
Ibeicaiise  a  trustee,  pnt'ticularly  a  i^tiring  trustee,  has  ho 
mntt^tiest  whatever  in  that  matter.     Well  tb^n>  he  has 
^one  into  evidence  as  against  a  Defendiint,  against 
'^hom  he  prays  no  relief,  and  ligainst  whom  he  can 
properly  have  no  relief,  in  order  to  justify  hiniself  and 
-to  give  a  reason  why  he  retired  from  the  trUst.     I  think 
^at  he  was  entitled  to  retire  from  the  trust  without  re- 
iferring  to  this  matter,  and  that  I  cannot  throw  the  costs 
^f  this  evidence,  (with  respect  tb  which  the  cest^iis  que 
trust  had  nothing  tb  db,  because  they  do  not  take  issue 
OQ  it,)  on  the  trust  estate.     At  the  same  time,  I  think 
^here  was  considerable  justification  in  the  Plaintiff's 
^ng  into  evidence,  and  I  do  not  think  I  can  make  him 
flay 'the  costs  bf  it.     I  cannot  cettflinly  make  H^erkry 
-Forshaw  pay  the  costs,  because  as  there  was  evidence 
^fiPecting  him,  he  was  entitled  to  go  into  a  defence  on 
the  sttbjbct,and  I  feel  considerable  eniban^SSinent  as  to 

this 
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this  evidence,  which,  I  have  no  doubt,  the  Plaintiff  him-   .^^. 

self  felt,  when  he  framed  his  suit,  but  the  result  is,  tbat,;^„^^^ 
under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case,  I  sbalV^^^^i 
give  no  costs  of  the  evidence  on  either  side. 


IN  RE  THE  LONDON   DOCK   ACT. 
EX  PARTE  TAVERNER. 

Jtme  11,21. 

The  acknow.  JUTARTHA  LOUISA  MOORE  and  Louisa  Amei^s:  ne^ 
dSbJa''^''  the  wife  of  William    Whittakers,  being  esa^^cb 

married  entitled,  as  tenant  in  tail,  to  an  undivided  moiety  of 

the  '<  Act  for  certain  freehold  premises  in  Gravel  Lane,  parish  of  Ir      *>t 

the  Abolition     p^^i  Shadwell,  executed  an  indenture,  in  New  Sau^    -^ 

of  Fines  and 

Recoveries"       Wales,  where  they  then  resided,  dated  12th  Decemb^^sr, 

c^74)!ma^'be  ^^"^^^  conveying  the  property  to  Philip  CharUs  Mooi       n, 

made  after  the  upon  trust  to  sell.    The  indenture  was  transmitted         to 

rolled,  and,  if    England,  and  was  duly  enrolled  in  the  Court  of  Cha^^»- 

80  mafle,  will    eery  on  the  10th  of  June,  1843,  pursuant  to  the  Act  F3)r 

A  feme  covert,  ^^^  Abolition  of  Fines  and  Recoveries  (3  &  4  Will.      -4, 

tenant  in  tail,    c.  74).     On  the  17th  September,  1845,  the  indents  »^ 

executed  a  dis-  r  '  '  

entailing  deed  was  produced  and  acknowledged  by  Mrs.   WhittcA^!'^^-^ 

D^nb^!"  °^  before  a  special  commission  in  New  South  Wales,     ^  ^ 

1842,  which      pursuance  of  the  above  Act;  and  on  the  21st  of  Mt 

on  the  10th  of  18^6,  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment,  and  an  affida 

June,  1843,  verifying  it,  and  the  signature  thereto,  were  filed  in 

but  was  not  ^  ^^  -, 

acknowledged  Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Westminster, 

by  her  until 

the  17th  of 

September,  In  August,  1848,  the  property  was  put  up  for  sale 

that  it  was^  '    auction,  and  being  purchased  by  the  Petitioner,  Steph^^^^ 

effectual  to  bar  Tavemer,  was  conveyed  to  him  by  indenture,  dated  3i 
the  entail.  ^  ,r»^^ 

January,  1849. 

The  London  Dock  Company  having  purchased  tfv^ 

proper!/ 
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property  for  the  purposes  of  their  Act,  objected  to  the 
F^^*.itioner's  title  to  Mrs.  Whittakers'  moiety,  on  the 
g'romjtnd  that  the  acknowledgment  was  taken  after  the 
ii3  i-o  I  Euent;  and  on  the  Ist  of  February,  1855,  they 
pa. id  S|475Z.9  half  the  purchase-money,  into  Court.  The 
I^^€:d.t.ioner  having,  on  the  1st  February^  1856,  presented 
&  i:>^t:ition  for  payment  of  the  3,47 6L  and  interest  thereon 
^^  ^^  per  cent.,  together  with  the  costs  of  the  application, 
^1^^    question  of  title  was  argued. 
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e  16th  section  of  the  3  &  4  Will  4,  c.  74,  empowers 
ant  in  tail  to  bar  the  entail ;  but,  by  the  40th  sec- 
cvery  disposition  of  lands  under  this  Act  by  a  tenant 
1  thereof  must  be  effected  by  some  one  of  the  assu- 
(not  being  a  will)  by  which  such  tenant  in  tail 
^o^^B-ld  have  made  the  disposition  if  his  estate  were  an 
^^"t^^^ic  at  law  in  fee  simple  absolute :  "  provided  never- 
^^^l^UBs,  that  no  disposition  by  a  tenant  in  tail  shall  be 
^^  Ci.ny  force,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  under  this  Act, 
^s^l^K^  made  or  evidenced  by  deed,"  &c. ..."  And 
^^  '^Imc  tenant  in  tail  making  the  disposition  shall  be  a 
**^^**  led  woman,  the  concurrence  of  her  husband  shall 
^^  xx^cessary  to  give  effect  to  the  same,  and  any  tleed 
^^'^ic^li  may  be  executed  by  her  for  effecting  the  dis- 
'^^^i^don  shall  be  acknowledged  by  her  as  hereinafter 
*''^^^^i1ed."  The  41st  section  provides,  that  no  "assu- 
*^^^^,"  by  which  any  disposition  of  lands  shall  be 
^%ed  under  the  Act,  shall  have  any  operation  under 
«^cty  unless  inrolled  in  Chancery  within  six  calendar 
^  ^hs  after  "  execution"  thereof. 


the 


*  4ie  77th  section  makes  it  lawful  for  every  married 
*^*^^an,  in  every  case  except  that  of  tenant  in  tail,  "  by 


to  dispose  of  lands  of  any  tenure  and  money  subject 
t  invested  in  the  purchase  of  lands,  and  also  to  dis- 
of,  release,  surrender  or  extinguish  any  estate  which 

she 
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she  alone,  or  she  and  her  hueband  ip  her  right,  may 
have  in  any  lands  of  any  tenure,  or  in  any  such  money  ~ 
as  aforesaid,"  &c. ''  as  fully  and  effectually  as  she  couIdC^^^ 
do  if  she  were  a  feme  sole,  save  and  except  that  no  sucbc^  «|j 
disposition,  release,  surrender  or  extinguishment  8hal.\C^j 
be  valid  and  effectual  unless,"  &c.  .  •  .  '^  the  deec^m^^ 
be  acknowledged  by  her  as  hereinafter  directed.*' 

The  79th  section  enacts,  ^'  that  every  deed  to  1*^     -fy^ 

executed  by  a  married  woman  for  any  of  the  p — T ^  u 

of  this  Act,  except  such  as  may  be  executed  by  her  f-in 

the  character  of  protector,  for  the  sole  purpose  of  givic jg 

her  consent  to  the  disposition  of  a  tenant  in  tail,  sha ~ll, 

upon  her  executing  the  same,  or  afterwards,  be  produc^^ad 
and  acknowledged  by  her  as  her  act  and  deed,  befor^^  a 
Judge  of  one  of  the  superior  Courts  at  WesiminsteTf  ok —  a 
Master  in  Chancery,  or  before  two  of  the  perpetual  < 
missioners,  or  two  special  commissioners,  to  be 
spectively  appointed  as  hereinafter  appointed."    TTKie 
8Qth  section  directs,  that  before  receiving  the  ackno^v- 
ledgment  by  any  married  woman  of  any  **  deed"  und^t 
the  Act,  she  shall  be  examined  apart  from  her  husbac^d  , 
to  ascertain  whether  she  freely  and  voluntarily  consermt^s 
to  f'  such  deed,"  and  if  she  does  not,  she  is  not  to    1^^ 
permitted  to  acknowledge  the  same;   ''and  in  si»^^^^ 
case,  such  deed  shall,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  e;cectil£^==^* 
thereof  by  such  married  woman,  be  void." 

The  83rd  section  provides,  that  in  case  any  marr 
woman  shall  be  prevented,  by  reason  of  residence 
yond  the  seas,  or  for  the  reasons  therein  mentioned,  fn 
making  the  acknowledgment  required  by  the  Act  bef^ 
a  Judge,  &c.,  ''it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Court 
Common  Pleas  at  Westminster,  or  any  Judge  of  t 
Court,  to  issue  a  commission  specially  appointing  ^lTmJ 
persons  therein  named  to  be  commismoners  to  take  ibc 

acknowledgment 
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acknowledgment  by  any  roarried  woman,  to  be  therein 
oamedi  of  any  such  deed  as  aforesaid :  provided  always, 
that  every  such  commission  shall  be  made  returnable 
within  such  time,  to  be  therein  expressed,  as  the  said 
Court  or  Judge  shall  think  fit." 

The  84th  section  prescribes  the  form  of  memorandum 
to  be  indorsed  on  or  written  at  the  foot  or  margin  of  the 
deed  by  the  person  taking  such  acknowledgment  of 
such  deed. 


1866. 


In  re 

The 

London 

Dock  Act. 
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The  8^h  section  provides,  ^^  that  when  the  certificate 

of  the  acknowledgment  of  a  deed  by  a  married  woman 

shall  be  so  filed  of  record,  as  aforesaid,  the  deed  so 

acknowledged  shall,  so  far  as  regards  the  disposition, 

i^lease,  surrender  or  extingqishment  thereby  made  by 

any  married  woman  whose  acknowledgment  shall  be  so 

Certified,  oonoerriing  any  lands  or  money  comprised  in 

^Uob  d^9  take  efiect  fi*om  the  time  of  its  being  acknow* 

l^gedy  ^nd  the  subsequent  filing  of  such  certificate  as 

Aforesaid  shall  have  relation  to  such  acknowledgi^ent." 

Mr.  B.  Palmer  and  Mr.  W.  B.  Clarh,  for  the  Feti- 

^fioner.    The  question  is,  whether  the  acknowledgment 

^^mving  been  made  after  the  inrolment  is  valid.    By  the 

^^:3cpres8  language  of  section  41,  the  inrolpnapt  must  be 

^^'^aade  within  six  calendar  months  after  the  execution  of 

^-^a  deed  I  and  if  not  it  is  to  be  void ;  but  the  time  is  Qot 

*^xed  for  makjpg  the  acknowledgment,  except  that  it  js 

^^=:-^  be  on  or  after  the  execution  of  the  deed,  #•  79.  There 

^^^1,  therefore,  a  distinction  between  the  inrolment  and  ac- 

-^^nowladgment.    The  whole  sebenie  of  the  act  may  be 

^^^uced  tq  this : — there  must  be,  first,  execution  of  the 

^^ead ;  seeondlyi  nn  inrolment  within  six  calendar  pionths 

^^ft^r  px^ution ;  andi  thirdly,  acknowledgment  but  at 

^^bat  time  is  left  undetermined ;  and  the  operation  of  the 

acknowledgment 
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acknowledgment  is  kept  in  suspense  until  tbe  certifi-     

cate  thereof  is  duly  filed  in  the  Common  Pleas,  and 

being  so  filed  it  is  open  to  the  inspection  of  all  persons . 

It  is  clear  also,  from  the  other  provisions  of  the  Act^^ 
that  the  acknowledgment  of  the  deed  may  be  made  alfe^a 
any  time ;  for  the  power  given  to  the  Court  of  Commoczs^. 
Pleas,  or  any  Judge  thereof,  to  issue  a  special  commis-.^ 
sion  and  to  fix  the  time  of  the  return  of  the  ackno^ 
ledgment,  as  they  or  he  should  think  fit,  proves  that 
may  be  done  at  any  time. 


nt 
is- 


it 


Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Ooldsmidf  contri.  The  CompanB^^Hiy 
have  no  desire  to  obstruct  the  Petitioner,  but  they  wiie-a,  sh 
to  have  a  godd  title,  and  a  good  title  might  easily  tJBl)e 
made,  for  Mrs.  Whitiakers  could  execute  a  fresh  diser  -so- 
tailing  deed  and  acknowledge  it  before  it  is  returned  ^^    to 
this  country  for  inrolment.    It  is  assumed,  that  tl^Hbe 
**  execution,"  mentioned  in  the  41st  section,  is  the  san^^e 
as  that  in  the  79th  section ;  but  the  term  is  ambigQOi^^> 
and  means  either  the  complete  act  of  execution,  or  oi^  ly 
sealing  and  delivery.    The  legislature  did  not  mean  t^E^e 
execution  by  a  married  woman  to  be  valid  as  a  me 
sealing  and  delivery;  but  they  intended,  by  '^exec' 
tion,"  the  complete  act,  or  the  entire  assurance :  and 
to  the  83rd  section,  which  in  certain  cases  empowe 
the  Court  to  issue  a  commission  to  take  the  acknc 
ledgment,  returnable  within  a  time  to  be  fixed,  it  folloi 
that,  as  soon  as  the  acknowledgment  is  returned 
the  certificate  filed,  the  assurance  becomes  complef 
and  it  must  be  inrolled  within  six  calendar  months  af 
[The  Master  of  the  Rolls  :  Your  contention,  in 
ference  to  the  83rd  section,  is,  that  if  a  deed  is 
cuted,  and  acknowledged  twelve  months  after,  and  tb.  ^^^ 
inrolled  within  six  months  after  the  acknowledgme^c»4 
that  would  do.]    The  execution  means  the  whole  ^^^ 
surance,  including  every  thing,— the  signing,  sealic*^/ 

deliver/ 
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delivery  and  acknowledgment;  and  if  the  deed  is  in- 
rolled  six  months  after  the  acknowledgmenti  that 
would  be  a  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the 
Act.  Indeed  it  would  be  absurd  were  it  otherwise, 
and  is  obvious  that  that  is  so  from  the  41st  section, 
which  says,  that  no  assuhince  of  lands  is  to  have  any 
operation  unless  inrolied  within  six  months  **  after  the 
execution  thereof."  [The  Master  of  the  Rolls  :  The 
79tb  section  makes  a  distinction  between  execution  and 
acknowledgment.]  It  does  so,  but  it  is  absurd,  and  it 
is  questionable  whether  you  can  inrol  the  assurance 
until  it  has  been  acknowledged,  for  the  execution  is 
not  complete  until  that  has  been  done.  There  are 
several  things  to  be  done:  the  sealing,  the  delivery, 
the  acknowledgment,  filing  the  certificate,  and  the  in- 
rol men  t. 


1856. 


Ex  parte 
Tayermbb. 


Mr.  JR.  PalmeVj  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  upon  this  petition  is,  whether  the  ac- 
knowledgment of  a   married   woman   must  be  taken 
before  the  inrolment  under  the  statute  of  the  3  &  4  Will. 
4,  c.  74,  usually  intituled  ''  The  Fines  and  Recoveries 
Act." 


Jttiie.21. 


This  is  a  question  which  depends  solely  upon  the 
construction  of  the  clauses  of  the  Act  of  Parliament, 
and,  upon  careful  consideration  of  those  clauses,  which 
I  am  about  to  mention,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion, 
that  the  acknowledgment  of  a  married  woman  need  not 
be  taken  before  inrolment,  but  would  be  perfectly  good 
and  valid  if  taken  after  inrolment. 


The  first  clause  which,  in  any  respect  whatever,  refers 

VOL.  XX.  K  K  to 
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to  this  subject,  is  the  40th  section,  which  enacts,  "  thai 
every  disposition  of  lands  under  this  act  by  a  tenant  ii 
tail  thereofshall  be  effected  by  some  one  ofthe  assuranct 
(not  being  a  will)  by  which  such  tenant  in  tail  coal 
have  made  the  disposition,  if  his  estate  were  an  estat^^^,:;}^ 
at  law,  in  fee  simple  absolute;  provided  nevertheless* ^^^ 
that  no  disposition  by  a  tenant  in  tail  shall  be  of  an^^  ^y 
force,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  under  this  act,  unh 
made  or  evidenced  by  deed."  'Now,  I  think,  these  word 
are  material,  and  I  shall  shortly  point  out  why  I  coi 
sider  an  important  distinction  is  to  be  drawn  in  tir: — ,g 
construction  of  the  act,  as  far  as  relates  to  the  questio'    ^  q 
by  the  fact  that  it  refers  to  the  disposition  by  the  tena       ^^ 
in  tail,  which  is  to  be  made  or  evidenced  by  deed.    T^^^g 
distinction,  the  importance  of  which  I  shall  refer  to  i^Ku. 
mediately,  is  very  obvious  upon  the  state  of  the  law       as 
it  stood  when  this  act  passed.    The  disposition  might      be 
wholly  effected,  that  is,  the  whole  property  might  be  c^ian- 
veyed  by  deed  alone,  such  as  by  lease  and  release,  ft3ut 
it  might  also  be  only  evidenced  by  deed,  such  as  a  fec^ff- 
ment  with  livery  of  seisin,  where  the  deed  was  evidcK^ce 
of  the  disposition,  but  did  not,  of  itself,  constitute  ^^^ 
whole  disposition.     Now  the  same  thing  occurs  in   t.he 
case  of  a  demise,  where  entry  was  necessary,  for  t-be 
purpose  of  making  the  assurance  complete.   This  will    be 
found  to  be  material  with  respect  to  that  which  appli^* 
to  the  next  section,  where  it  is  said,  no  assurance  shall  ^^ 
valid  unless  inrolled.     After  proceeding  in  that  way,  C^*^^ 
40th  sect,  says : — "  that  no  disposition  by  a  tenant  in  t*'^  ■ '» 
resting  only  in  contract  express  or  implied  or  otherwi^^ 
and  whether  supported  by  a  valuable  or  raeritori^^  *^* 
consideration  or  not,  shall  be  of  any  force  at  law  of   *  ^ 
equity,  under  this  act,  notwithstanding  such  dispositi^'^ 
may  be  made  or  evidenced  by  deed  ;  and  if  the  teoa*'^ 
in  tail  making  the  disposition  shall  be  a  married  woma^i/ 
the  concurrence  of  her  husband  shall  be  necessary  ^ 

gife 
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give  effect  to  the  same,  and  any  deed  which  may  be 
executed  by  her  for  eflfecting  the  disposition  shall  be 
ack.nowIedged  by  her  as  hereinafter  directed." 

It  therefore  states  nothing,  except  the  necessity  of  an 
acknowledgment  by  her,  which  is  to  be  specified  in  the 
subsequent  part  of  the  Act  of  Parliament. 

'Then  comes  the  41st  section,  which  refers  to  this  ques- 

^c>i3  a.l80.     This  section  gives  directions  as  to  the  inrol- 

^'^^nt^and  says,  "that  no  assurance  by  which  any  dispo- 

^*^^on  of  land  shall  be  effected,  under  this  act,  by  a  tenant 

'  *^    ^«.il  thereof,  except  a  lease  for  any  term,  &c.,  shall  have 

^^'^y  operation  under  this  act,  unless  it  be  inroUed  in  the 

"■^^Sl^   Court  of  Chancery  within  six  calendar  months 

^*^^*'    the  execution  thereof,  and  if  the  assurances  by 

^*^^oli  any  disposition  of  land  shall  be  effected  under 

^^^     WLCt  shall  be  a  bargain  and  sale,  such  assurance, 

^*^ough  not  inrolled  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the 

^^^    of  Parliament  of  the  27  Hen.  8,  shall,  if  inrolled 

**     "^lie  Court  of  Chancery  within  the  time,  be  as  valid 

'^^      effectual  as  if  the  same  had  been  inrolled  within 

^    ^ime  prescribed  by  that  act." 


1856. 


Eg  parte 
Tavirmir. 
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principal  argument,  in  fact,  against  the  view  that 

^^e  taken  of  this  statute,  is,  that  upon  the  effect  of 

'^ord  '^  a8surance,"-^that  no  assurance  shall  have 

operation  under  this  act,  unless  it  be  inrolled  in  the 

S Vi  Court  of  Chancery,  that  is,  no  assurance  by  which 

disposition  of  land  shall   be   effected  under  this 


*^^*ie  word  **  assurance**  does  not,  I  think,  mean  that 

^^^^^ili  constitutes  a  complete  disposition  of  property, 

^  ^^-use  the  disposition  of  property  by  the  previous 

^^^  as  I  have  pointed  out,  may  be  effected  by  deed 


K  k2 


or 
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or  an  assurance  entire  in  itself,  or  may  be  efTected  partly 
by  a  deed  and  partly  by  something  which  the  deed 
evidenced ;  such  as  in  the  case  which  I  mentioned  of  a 
feoflfment  with  livery  of  seisin ;  and  that  was  the  state 
of  the  law  at  the  time  this  act  which  I  have  mentioned 


It  cannot  therefore  be  denied,  that  the  deed  might 
either  be  the  whole  assurance,  or  the  evidence  only  of 
the  assurance ;  and  it  is  obvious  that  this,  which  was  to 
effect  a  disposition,  and  which  was  to  be  evidence  of  the 
assurance,  was  to  be  inrolled,  and  in  fact  was  the  only 
thing  which  can  be  inrolled.  In  the  cases  that  I  have 
before  mentioned,  the  whole  assurance  is  not  inrolled, 
but  the  deed  only,  which  evidences  the  assurance. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  act  specifies  distinctly 
the  time  within  which  it  must  be  done,  namely,  six 
months. 

The  next  section  which  it  is  important  to  refer  to, 
upon  this  subject,  is  the  77th,  which  is  the  general 
clause  which  enables  alienation  by  a  married  woman. 
It  specifies  that  a  woman  may  dispose  of  her  property, 
and  contains  this  passage,  *'  save  and  except  that  no 
such  disposition,  release,  surrender  or  extinguishment 
shall  be  valid  and  effectual,  unless  the  husband  concur 
in  the  deed  by  which  the  same  shall  be  effected,  nor 
unless  the  deed  be  acknowledged  by  her,  as  hereinafter 
directed." 

Now  there  is  here  no  reference  whatever  to  the  time  of 
the  execution,  there  is  no  reference  to  the  time  of  the 
inrolment,  but  it  only  provides  that  her  acknowledgment 
shall  be  necessary.  The  79th  section  is  the  section 
which  provides  for  the  acknowledgment,  which  is  to 
this  effect : — "  And  be  it  further  enacted,  that  every 

deed 
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deed  to  be  executed  by  a  married  woman,  for  any  of  the 
purposes  of  this  act  (except  such  as  may  be  executed 
by  her  in  the  character  of  protector  for  some  party,  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  her  giving  her  consent  to  the  dispo- 
sition of  the  tenant  in  tail),  shall,  on  her  executing 
the  same,  or  afterwards,  be  produced  and  acknow- 
ledged by  her  as  her  act  and  deed,  before  the  Judge  of 
one  of  the  superior  Courts  at  Wtstminster  or  the  Master  in 
Chancery,  or  before  two  of  the  perpetual  Commissioners, 
or  two  special  Commissioners  to  be  respectively  ap- 
pointed as  afterwards  provided." 


1855. 


It  is  to  be  observed,  therefore,  that  the  acknowledg- 
ment is  not  to  be  a  part  of  the  execution.  It  is  dis- 
tinctly specified  here,  that  this  is  not  to  be  part  of  the 
execution,  because  it  is  **  upon  her  executing  the  same, 
or  afterwards."  It  may  be  a  distinct  and  separate  act, 
and  the  clause  does  not  specify  within  what  time  it  is  to 
be  done.  It  shews  this  very  clearly,  because  the  80th 
section,  which  provides  for  the  mode  of  examination, 
has  no  reference  whatever  to  the  acknowledgment, 
except  that  it  must  be  subsequent  to  the  execution  of 
the  deed. 


It  specifies  that  she  shall  be  examined  **  apart  from 
her  husband  touching  her  acknowledgment  of  the  deed," 
and  so  on,  "and  unless  she  shall  freely  and  voluntarily 
consent  to  the  deed  [the  Commissioners]  shall  not  permit 
her  to  acknowledge  the  same,"  (the  deed  having  been 
duly  executed  in  such  case,)  that  is  to  say,  in  case 
she  does  not  acknowledge  the  deed,  such  deed,  so  far  as 
relates  to  the  execution  thereof  by  such  married  woman, 
shall  be  void.  So  that,  in  fact,  it  provides  that  there 
should  have  been  a  previous  execution,  which  execution 
19  to  be  acknowledged ;  and  if  it  is  not  acknowledged 
in  a  particular  form  there  specified,  it  is  to  be  void. 

The 
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The  83rd  sectioD,  also  shews  ibis  in  the  same  manne 
more  distinctly,  because  that  provides  that  if,  from  bein 
beyond  the  seas,  or  ill  health,  or  any  other  sufficiei 
cause,  a  married  woman  shall  be  prevented  making 
acknowledgment  required  by  the  act,  then  it  shall 
lawful  for  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  or  any  Judge 
that  Court,  to  issue  a  commission  for  taking  her  ackno' 
ledgment.     Now,  that  might  require  a  very  consideral 
time ;  and  accordingly,  as  it  is  obvious  that  if  a  worai 
were  to  reside  at  New  Zealand,  or  in  the  AustralL 
Colonies,  as  a  considerable  length  of  time  would  be  i 
quired,  there  is  a  proviso,  that  every  such  commissii 
shall  be  made  returnable  within  such  time,  therein 
pressed,  as  the  Court  or  Judge  shall  think  fit  and  reascz: 
able.     It  is  clear  it  does  not  limit  this  to  six  montn 
It  is  obvious  that  the  Judge  has  power  to  extend 
time  beyond  six  months,  and,  in  case  he  thinks  fit  i 
reasonable,  more  than  six  months  may  be  given  for  i 
acknowledgment  of  a  married  woman ;  but,  as  I  hs 
already  pointed  out,  the  execution  has  already  tab 
place,  and  to  obtain  an  acknowledgment  of  her 
execution,  an  application  is  to  be  made  to  the  Co  ^ 
after  the  execution  has  taken  place,  and  the  acknc^ 
ledgment  may  be  within  such  time  as  the  Judge  sh^ 
think  fit  and  reasonable.     The  deed  must  be  enrol    M 
within  six  calendar  months ;  but  there  is  nothing  in  t;-  ^ 
clause  to  say,  that,  although  the  Judge  shall  thinly- 
fit,  he  is  not  at  liberty  to  give  more  than  six  months 
acknowledge  the  execution ;  but  that  would  be  impi  'S 
if  it  were  absolutely  necessary  that  the  acknowledgm« 
should  be  taken  before  inrolmeut 


The  inrolment  must   take  place  within  six  mon. 
after  the  execution,  that  is  expressly  pointed  out  by 
of  Parliament,     The  84th  section  confirms  this, 
specifies  what  the    memorandum  of  acknowledging 
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shall  be ;  the  85th  section  specifies  that  the  certificate 
of  acknowledgment  is  to  be  filed  with  the  affidavit. 
Then  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment  must  be  duly 
filedi  and  duly  verified  by  affidavit  to  be  then  filed  of 
Record  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  No  time 
whatever  is  specified  for  this  purpose  in  any  part  of 
the  act,  and  the  whole  of  the  argument  rests  on  the 
4l8t  section,  with  respect  to  the  inrolment  of  assur- 
ances, which,  I  think,  is  limited  to  the  extent  pointed 
out  in  the  observations  I  have  already  made.  It  is  clear 
that  the  deed  only  affects  a  married  woman  from  the 
time  of  the  acknowledgment  of  the  deed ;  the  deed  of 
course  does  not  affect  her  until  after  her  acknowledg- 
ment, but  the  same  observation,  to  some  extent,  may 
be  made  with  respect  to  other  instruments,  thus  a  lease 
is  only  a  perfect  lease  after  entry.  The  deed  is  a  good 
deed,  no  doubt,  but  the  disposition  is  not  perfect  until 
something  else  is  done. 


1866. 


I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Court  is  not  authorized  to 
import  into  this  act  that  which  is  not  expressed,  namely, 
that  of  two  requisites  to  the  validity  of  the  disentailing 
deed,  one  of  which  is  the  inrolment,  the  other  the 
acknowledgment  by  the  married  woman,  the  acknow- 
ledgment must  precede  the  inrolment  in  point  of  time. 
It  is  not  so  specified  in  the  act,  and  it  would  be  to 
import  into  the  act  that  which  the  words  do  not  require. 


I  am  more  confirmed  in  this  view  of  the  case  because 
the  act  is  peculiarly  specific  and  distinct  in  pointing  out 
any  question  of  time,  wherever  it  occurs,  <lirecting  what 
should  be  done  with  respect  to  priority  of  time,  when  it  is 
considered  an  importantand  necessary  element  for  making 
the  dispositions  of  property  effectual.  As  an  instance  of 
which,  I  refer  to  the  42nd  section ;  there  may  be  other 
instances  in  this  Act  of  Parliament,  but  this  is  very  dis- 
tinct 
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tinct  in  this  respect.  The  clause  relates  to  the  mode  ir^  m 
which  the  consent  of  a  protector  is  to  be  given  to  the  settle- ^^ 
ment,  and  it  is  enacted,  *'  that  the  consent  of  a  protector  ^=a 
of  a  settlement  to  a  disposition  under  this  act  of  a  tenan'  «n 
in  tail  shall  be  given  either  by  the  same  assurance  b^^^: 
which  the  disposition  shall  be  efTected,  or  by  a  deec^^ 
distinct  from  the  assurance,  and  to  be  executed  eithe  -^^ 
on  or  at  any  time  before  the  day  on  which  the  assurance  ^i^ 
shall  be  made,  otherwise  the  consent  shall  be  void/«  J 
Therefore,  in  this  case,  where  the  consent  of  the  protectoc:^. 
was  to  be  given,  the  legislature  were  of  opinion  that  thMrC 
consent  of  the  protector  should  not  be  given  subsequentl  M  ^ 
to  the  execution  of  the  deed,  and,  accordingly,  here  r  s 
expressly  points  out  that  it  must  be  done,  either  simur^acu 
taneously  or  by  a  separate  and  distinct  deed,  to  be  eith^  ^ 
executed  at  the  same  time,  or  previously  to  the  dee^^  ' 
which  effects  the  disposition  of  the  property.  I  thin^^rra 
that,  if  the  legislature  had  intended  a  similar  provisio^z^ 
with  respect  to  the  acknowledgment  of  married  womeiK'  ^^ 
it  would  have  specified  it  in  this  Act  of  Parliament.  Z 
does  not  so  specify  it,  and  the  clause  to  which  I  hai^^  -J 
referred  appears  to  me  to  point  out  the  possibility  of  i  S: 
being  made  subsequently  to  that  period,  but  having  th  -^crH 
check  and  guard  upon  it,  that  it  determines  it  shall  not  L-^^ 
effectual,  as  far  as  a  married  woman  is  concerned,  uni^r  ^ 
after  the  deed  has  been  acknowledged,  and  the  certifica*^  -^ 
of  that  ackpowledgment  has  been  duly  filed  in  the  Cou  -^^ 
of  Common  Pleas. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  upon  this  act,  the  PeLr^^^ 
tioner  is  entitled  to  the  prayer  of  the  petition. 

Note. — Affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices,  November  9,  1855. 


eti- 
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March  22, 

WARE  V.  CUMBERLEGE.  £^\]^' 

July  17. 
^  llHE  testatrix,  Mrs.  Hodges,  by  her  will  dated  in  Shares  of 
-*-      1849,  bequeathed  the  residue  of  her  property,  in  j!"  j'c^I^I^ny, 

^qual  shares,  to  twelve  charitable  institutions,  which  she  where  the  sub- 

. «    ,  stance  of  the 

^pecinea.  undertaking  is 

a  dealing  with 
land,  are 
The  testatrix  had  no  real  estate,  and  the  Chief  Clerk  within  the 

found,  that  the  value  of  her  leaseholds  and  every  other  ?^*^*^  j^ 

'personal  estate,  which  partook  of  the  nature  of  real  less  specially 

estate,  was  6,093/.  Os.  3d. ;  and  the  amount  of  the  pure  ^*Bequest  of 

personal  estate  was  39,707/.  145.  llrf.     In  this  latter  shares  in  the 

sum  he  included  the  value  of  shares  in  The  St.  Kathe-  thn  Water- 

wine^s  Dock  Company,  The  Grand  Junction  Waterworks  ^°'^"  ^°"*' 

0>napany,  The  Vauxhall  Waterworks  Company,  The  charity,  held 

AVest  Middlesex  Waterworks  Company,  The  Universal  *° Rulers  to 

Insurance  Company,  The  General  Cemetery  Company  the  appearance 

cind  the  Southwark  Bridge  Company.     The  next  of  kin  ney-General  in 

of  the  testatrix  insisted  that  these  shares  partook  of  cl^a^^y  ca«e"- 

the  nature  of  real  estate ;  that   the  gift  of  them  to 

charity  was  void,  under  the  Mortmain  Act,  9  Geo.  2, 

c  36,  and  that  the  Chief  Clerk  ought  to  have  so 

found. 

The  Plaintiffs,  who  were  some  of  the  next  of  kin  of 
the  testatrix,  applied  to  have  the  Chief  Clerk's  Certifi^ 
cate  reversed  or  varied ;  and  on  the  case  coming  on  to 
he  beard,  it  was  agreed,  as  an  appeal  to  the  House  of 
Lords  was  intended,  to  limit  the  argument  to  the  shares 
of  the  Chrand  Junction  Waterworks  Company,  in  whose 
Act  (61  Geo.  3,  c.  clxix)  there  was  no  provision  that 

the 
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1855.        the  shares  should  be  considered  personal  and  not  re 
estate. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and   Mr.    G.  L.  Russell^  for  tti 
Plaintiffs,  some  of  the  next  of  kin,  argued,  that  shan 
in  a  company,  the  profits  of  which  were  wholly  derive 
from  land,  were  clearly  "  an  interest*'  in  lands,  an 
consequently  within  the  very  terms  of  the  third  seetia 
of  the  Mortmain  Act  That  the  distinction  that  a  shar> 
holder  could  not  take  possession  of  the  land  and  requi- 
his  share  therein  was  unsound,  for  if  that  were  to  preva 
similar  arrangements  might  be  entered  into  as  betwea 
partners  or  private  individuals  which  would  prevent  ai 
person  taking  possession  or  acquiring  any  share  in  t 
land  itself.    That  if  the  aggregate  of  the  shares  was 
interest  in  real  estate,  so  were  the  components,  and  ther 
fore  within  the  Act,  and  if  so,  could  not  be  taken  out 
its  operation  by  the  creation  of  a  corporation  or  by  bei 
transmissible  as  personal  estate  to  executors.    Nothi 
less  than  a  statutory  enactment,  that  the  shares,  to 
intents  and  purposes, should  be  personal  estate,  could  < 
stroy  their  character  as  "  interests"  in  land.  They  argue 
that   the  old   authorities   were   express,   and    that 
modem  authority  had  gone  the  length  of  holding,  th 
shares  in  an  undertaking,  the  essence  of  which  was  t: 
tenure  of  land,  were  not  an  interest  in  land.   They  cifl 
Sparling  v.   Parker  (a) ;  Myers  v.   Perigal  {b) ;    To 
linson  v.  Tomlinson  (c) ;  Ashton  v.  Lord  Langdale{c 
Walker  Y.  Milne (e);    Negus   v.    Coulter  (f);    Knc 
V.  Williams (g);  Bligh  y.  Brent  (h);  Attorney-Gene 
Y.  Jones  {})]  Howse  Y.  Chapman  {k). 

(a)  9  Beae.  450.  (/)  Amb,  367. 

(6)  16   Sim.   533;    2  Dc  G.          (g)  4  Te*.  430. 

Mac,  S^  G.  599.  {h)  2  Y,  S^-  C.  (Erch.)  ^ 

(c)  9  Beav.  459.  (i)  1  Mac,  if  Gor.  574. 

id)  ^  DeG,if  Sm.  402.  (A)  4  Its.  542. 
(e)  11  Beav,  507. 


Mr, 
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Mr.  Toller  and  Mr.  Kenyan,  for  the  executors,  re-       1866. 
ferred  to  Baxter  v.  Brown  {a).  ^^^^^^ 

Ware 

V, 

Mr.  Eddis,  for  five  of  the  charities.  In  nodern  cases  Cumbbrleob. 
a  distinction  is  taken,  that  the  particular  interests  of 
shareholders  in  the  lands  of  a  company  do  not  give 
the  shareholders  a  direct  interest  in  the  land,  but  that  is 
not  the  question.  The  Mortmain  Act  makes  use  of  no  ' 
such  expression,  but  says,  "  any  estate  or  interest 
therein."     He  cited  Thornton  v.  Kempson  (J). 

Mr.  Baggallatff  for  another  charity,  cited  In  re 
LanghanCs  Trustee). 

Mr.  SAapter,  Mr.  Greene  and  Mr.  Cairns,  for  other 
charities,  referred  to  Curling  v.  Flight  (</)• 

Mr.  Wichens,  for  the  Attorney-General,  supported 
the  gift.  He  argued,  that  the  point  had  been  expressly 
decided  by  the  recent  authorities  already  referred  to, 
where  the  distinction  was,  whether  there  was  a  corpora- 
tion or  not.  He  cited  Edwards  v.  Hall,  in  which 
he  said  that  Vice-Chancellor  Wood,  on  the  30th  April, 
1853,  had  held,  that  shares  of  the  Grand  Junction 
Waterworks  Company  were  not  within  the  Mortmain 
Act. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  shall  consider  the  case  a  little  more  before  I  finally 
decide  it.  If  it  were  not  for  the  case  of  Edwards  v. 
Hall,  upon  which,  although  I  have  not  the  grounds  of 

the 

(a)  7  Manning  Sf  Cr.  198.  (c)  10  Hare,  446. 

(6)  Kay,  592.  (d)  2  PhilL  613. 
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1865.       the  decision,  I  place  great  weight,  I  should  have  no 
^"^^^^^^      hesitation  as  to  the  decision  which  I  should  come  to 
^^  upon  this  case.    The  distinction,  if  it  can  be  supported^ 

CuMBERLEGi.  must' bc  betwccn  a  company  incorporated  by  Act  of 
Parliament,  and  a  mere  association  of  individuals ;  th^ 
former  of  which  it  is  said  so  alters  the  property  taken 
by  a  corporation  as  to  make  it  not  obnoxious  to  the 
Mortmain  Act,  although,  in  any  other  case,  it  remains 
obnoxious  to  the  Mortmain  Act.  This  is  a  distinction 
of  so  fine  and  delicate  a  description,  that  it  is  very 
likely  to  lead  to  serious  difficulty  and  great  litigation. 
I  think  one  of  the  worst  evils  that  can  exist  in  expound- 
ing the  law,  is  the  creating  and  supporting  distinctions 
of  so  shadowy  a  character,  and  that  the  best  exposition 
of  the  law  will  be  found  to  be  by  laying  down  broad 
principles,  and  disregarding  narrow  and  minute  distinc- 
tions. I  doubt,  also,  whether  the  distinction  can  be 
supported  in  reason.  It  certainly  is  inconsistent  with 
many  of  the  cases  to  be  found  in  the  books.  It  does 
not  appear  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  view  taken  by 
Lord  St.  Leonards  in  the  case  of  Myers  v.  Perigal  (a), 
nor  with  the  view  taken  by  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce^ 
in  the  case  of  Ashton  v.  Lord  Langdale  {b)  \  the  dis- 
tinction seems  to  be  of  the  most  singular  description, 
because  it  is,  that  the  members  of  a  corporation  do  not 
hold  the  land  in  their  individual  character,  but  hold  it 
amongst  them  in  their  corporate  character;  and,  there- 
fore, what  they  really  possess  for  one  and  the  same  pur- 
pose, is  altered  by  a  name  given  them  by  the  legislature, 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  conveniently  suing  and  being 
sued.  The  view  which  I  have  always  taken  of  this 
subject  is,  that  where  the  substance  of  the  undertaking 
is  a  dealing  with  land,  and  that  land  is  of  the  essence  of 
the  thing,  which  creates  the  junction  of  these  parties 

together, 

(it)  2    De   G,  Mac.   ^   Gor.  (6)  4  De  G.  ^  Sm.  402. 

599. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  607 

'together,  whether  incorporated  or   not,  the  case  falls  1855. 

^^itbin  the  provisions  of  the  Statute  of  Mortmain.     In  ^-^-^^ 
me  instances,  as  in  the  case  of  a  banking  company, 


vhich  has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  land,  except  Cumberlege. 
'^hat  they  must  have  an  office  for  carrying  on  their  busi- 
'Xiess,  which  is  solely  confined  to  dealing  with  money,  a 
distinction  is  to  be  taken  between  them  and  those 
companies  which  deal  entirely  in  land.  I  express  no 
•opinion  upon  the  case  of  Myers  v.  Perigal,  nor  would 
:mt  be  fitting  in  me  to  do  so.  It  does  not  appear  to  me 
-«o  govern  this  case  of  the  Grand  Junction  Whierworks. 
IXiord  St.  Leonards  seems  to  have  thought  that  the  case 
^f  Walker  V.  Milne  {a),  which  would  govern  it,  had  gone 
^  good  deal  beyond  that  case,  and  Lord  Justice  Knight 
^ruce  does  not  think  he  was  bound  by  that  decision. 

Id  the  present  state  of  the  laws,  I  am  disposed,  in 
"^he  great  confusion  of  the  authorities  and  of  the  cases, 
"^  decide  it  according  to  the  view  I  take  of  these  cases. 
^%<^ith  respect  to  these  Grand  Junction  Waterworks,  the 
'Waterworks  are  so  large  and  the  shares  so  numerous, 
"^at  it  is  probable  that  this  case  has  occurred  on  many 
^HTcasions,  and  I  believe  that  the  point  has  been  aban- 
doned by  Counsel,  but,  although  I  have  endeavoured 
^  refer  to  some  instance,  I  have  not  been  able  to  do  so. 
It  only  shews,  as  has  been  observed  by  all  the  Counsel, 
the  extreme  obscurity  of  the  law  upon  the  present  point 
by  reason  of  the  decision,  and  afibrds  another  instance 
of  the  danger  of  attempting   to  do  that  which  Lord 
Eldon  was  always  desirous  to  avoid,    viz.,  disturbing 
a  long  current  of  authorities :    he  expresses   himself 
thus: — "if  it  had   been  res  integra^  I  myself  should 
have  decided  the  other  way,  but  it  is  infinitely  better, 
for  the  sake  of  society,  that  a  long  series  of  decisions 

should 
(a)  11  fieav.  507. 
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1865.       should  be  confirmed,  in  order  that  persons  may  know 
what  the  law  is  and  conform  to  it,  than  to  disturb  them 
by  trying  to  get  at  something  which,  in  the  present 
CuMBKRLEoi.  g^^c  Bnd  vicw  of  the  Courts,  would  have  been   the 

better  decision  in  the  first  instance."     I  myself  haves^s 
undoubtedly  seen  many  cases  of  very  gross  injustice,^^ 
where  testators  have  deprived   their   families  of  then 
property  and  have  left  them,  without  any  reason,  ii^^ 
abject  poverty,  by  giving  their  property  away  to  charity.^ 
Perhaps   my  opinion  has   been  somewhat  biassed  bj^ 
these  cases,  and  I  am  not  at  all  disposed  to  think,  thaiC 
it  would   be  advantageous  to  the  public  to  relax  the 
rules  respecting  the  Statute  of  Mortmain.     Accord- 
ing to  the  views  I  have  formed,  the  shares  in  a  canaf 
company  or  shares  in  a  waterworks  company,  where 
there  is  no  clause  in  the  Act  of  Parliament,  providing 
that  the  shares  should  be  personal  estate,  which  appears 
to  me  to  vary  the  case  entirely,  are  obnoxious  to  the 
provisions  of  the  statute,  and  ought  to  be  so  treated  as 
such,  and  held  to  go  to  the  next  of  kin  or  to  the  re- 
siduary legatees,  and  not  to  charity.     I  will,  however,  in 
consequence  of  what  has  been  stated,  with  respect  to 
-     the  case  of  Edwards  v.  Hally  and  from  the  respect  I  have 
for  the  opinion  of  Vice-Chancellor  Wood^  look  into  the 
authorities  before  I  finally  dispose  of  this  case ;  but  I 
have  thought  it  proper  to  state  the  view  which  I  at 
present  take  of  the  case. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

May  7.  I  have  looked  at  all  the  authorities  on  the  subject, 

and  I  see  no  reason  to  add  to  or  retract  anything  from 
what  I  said  on  the  former  occasion.  I  am  of  opinion, 
that,  upon  the  decisions  as  they  are  stated,  these  shares 

are 
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^re  obnoxious  to  the  provisions  of.  the  Mortmain  Act,        1865. 
si.nd  that  accordingly  they  do  not  pass  nnder  the  devise.      ""^^^^ 
It  is  certainly  not  easy  to  reconcile  all  the  decisions  on  ^^ 

^he  subject,  and  I  am  very  glad  that  this  case  is  about  Cumbbrlbob. 
^o  be  canied  further,  in  order  that  some  final  decision 
Knay  be  come  to  on  the  subject.  I  have  looked  care- 
fully through  these  cases,  and  although  there  certainly 
lias  been  a  change  to  some,  though  not  very  material, 
extent  of  late  years,  I  still  think,  that  upon  the  decided 
^^868  which  appear  in  the  books,  the  opinions  which  I 
stated  on  the  last  occasion  are  supported.  I  must 
K-epeat  the  view  which  I  then  stated,  that,  according  to 
-Kiiy  experience,  it  is  for  the  general  good  of  society  that 
'S:he  provisions  of  this  act  should  not  be  cut  down  so  as  to 
enable  persons  to  dispose  of  property  to  charities  after 
^beir  death,  to  the  disherison  of  their  near  relations, 
^#:hough  undoubtedly  the  promotion  of  charity,  during 
"Aheir  lifetime,  is  a  very  desirable  object,  and  one  which 
nought  to  be  encouraged  (a). 

As  to  the  costs  and  the  testamentary  expenses,  they 
^are  to  come  out  of  the  shares  rateably,  and  then  an 
^apportionment  will  be  made  of  the  costs  between  the 
^general  personal  estate  and  that  part  which  passed  to 
'^he  next  of  kin. 


The  Attorney-General  had  been  made  a  Defendant  July  17. 
Sn  the  first  instance,  it  being  doubtful  what  charities 
"^ere  intended  by  the  testator ;  but  after  the  Chief  Clerk 
%ad  certified  what  the  charities  were,  and  the  case  had 
^^ome  on  upon  motion  to  vary  his  certificate,  it  was 
allowed  to  stand  over  to  serve  them.  The  charities 
accordingly  appeared,  and  the  question  now  was,  whether 

the 

(«)  See  Edwardi  v.  Hall,  Lord  Chancdlor,  December  3, 1845. 
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1866.       the  Attorney-General  was  to  be  kept  before  the  C!oubc 1 , 

and  bow  his  costs  were  to  be  provided  for. 

Mr.  Wickens  for  the  Attorney-General.     It  is  entire  ^^1 

a  matter  of  indifference  to  the  Attorney-General  exce  —3-    •-■ 
as  a  matter  of  principle.     No  doubt  all  the  charities 
this  case  are  represented.     I  have  never  been  able 
discover  that  there  is  any  rule  as  to  the  Attome     _    _  .^ 
General  in  such  a  case;    the  Court  sometimes,  ev     ■    -^■^^ 
when  the  charities  are  individually  represented,  desir 
that  the  Attorney-General  should  be  present;  but, 
doubt,  it  sometimes  acts  in  the  presence  of  the  ina 
vidual  charities  without  requiring  the  Attorney-Gene 


to  be  here.     In  a  case  before  Vice-Chancellor  Wo^^ 


of  Dunn  v.  Bowness,  on  the  2nd  of  «/«/y,  1866,  ^         ?  -  l» 

question  was  discussed,  and  his  Honor  there  thou^  7        Kit 

(but  no  doubt  under  the  special  circumstances  of    ^        "*-  Mie 

case  with  regard  to  what  remained  to  be  done  in    -d^^t-lie 

suit,  which  was  simply  the  apportionment  of  the  |> 

perty  between   pure   and  impure   personalty)    thaC^ 

would  be  better  that  the  Attorney-General  should  aU 

represent  the  charity,  and  thereupon,  in  that  case, 

kept  the  Attorney-General  before  the  Court.    The  qu 

tions  which  arise  in  the  case  regulate  the  discretion 

the  Couit  in  considering  the  matter,  but  there  has  b* 

an  anxiety  for  some  time  to  have  a  general  rule  on 

subject,  and  if  the  Court  could  lay  down  one  wli 

would  guide  the  profession,  it  would  be  very  acceptal 

The  question  is  very  often  asked,  and  is  one  of  c  - 

siderable    difficulty   to    the   Attorney-General.      It 

entirely  indiflerent  to  him  how  it  is  settled. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  difficult  to  lay  down  any  general  rule,  whic^ 


shall  be  adapted  to  every  case ;  there  must  be  a  greai 


^ 

^ 
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deal  of  discretion  in  these  matters.     The  general  prin-        186$. 
cjple  which  regulates  them  I  take  to  be  something  of 
this  description  : — the  Attorney-General  represents  all 
absent  charities,  and  it  is  sufficient  to  have  him  here  to  Cumberleoe. 
represent  all  absent  charities.   But  absent  charities  may 
obviously   be  of  two   different  characters  :   they  may 
either    be  ander  gifts  to  specified  individual  charities, 
or  to    charity  generally.     In  case  the  gift  is  for  charity 
genei-ally,  no  one  can  represent  it  but  the  Attorney- 
General,  and  he  must  be  here  to  represent  such  general 
charities.     When  there  are  specified  individual  chari- 
ties,   ^lien  the  Attorney-GeneraFs  presence  is  not  uni- 
versally necessary ;  but  it  is  required  by  the  Court  upon 
various  occasions,  as,  for  instance,  where  any  rules  are 
required  for  the  regulation  of  the  internal  conduct  of 
the  charity  itself,  such  as  the  establishment  of  a  scheme 
^nd  the  like ;  there  the  Attorney -General  is  necessary  for 
tne  purpose  of  aiding  and  assisting  the  Court  in  direct- 
^^S   ^nd  sanctioning  the  general  system  and  principle 
"^t    Ought  to  govern  charities  of  those  descriptions. 
^^  there  are  other  cases  where  there  is  no  question  as 
the  conduct  or  management  of  the  charities,  but  only 
*^^thcr  the  charity  is  entitled  to  a  particular  legacy  or 
^^*       In  those  cases,  the  Attorney-General  is  rather  in 
^  *^i^ture  of  a  trustee  for  those  charities,  and  the  Court 
P  ^fera  having  before  it  the  charities  beneficially  inte- 
®tecl^  for  the  purpose  of  putting  their  interests  before 
^  ^^urt  in  the  light  which  they  consider  most  favour- 
^     to  them.     In  those  cases  I    think   it  preferable 
-     ^    the  charity  itself  should  appear,  rather  than  that 
-A^ttomey-General   should  represent  it.     This  ap- 
,      ^*^   to  me  to  be  one  of  that  latter  class  of  cases,  and 
•'^fore  it  would  be  better  that  the  charity  should 
JJ**^^!".     Having  stated   that  as   my  general  view  of 
^^^AC,  it  is  very  obvious,  as  Counsel  will  see,  that 
1^  XX.  L  L  there 
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there  may  be  mixed  cases  in  which  it  is  impossible 
lay  down  a  rule  beforehand,  and  in  which  the  Com 
^^  must  act  on  the  matter  before  it  in  such  manner  a 

CuMBERLEGE.  accordiug  to  the  best  exercise  of  its  discretion  art^^j 
judgment,  it  may  think  best  calculated  to  promo^;^^^ 
justice. 


^  °7',  RUMP  V.  GREENHILL. 

Nov,  15, 16, 
21. 

Practice  of  the  mRE  testator,   William  Smith,  devised  a  cottage  ^^ 

Court  in  I  xr         .  rrr  i      /•  ,  i  " 

granting  or  Harriott    Wiggett,   and   his   real   estate  to  th^ 

^mmon  a^d-  P^^^n^'^^  {Rump  and  Pilgnm,  whom  he  appointed  his 

ministration  executors),   upon   trust  to   pay   Harriott   Wiggett  an    ^^ ^ 

summonTIn  annuity  of  15/.  for  life,  and  subject  thereto,  upon  trust     \^^t 

cases  involving  for  his  son  Robert  B.  Smith  for  life,  remainder  upon  ^ 

questions.  ^^ust  for  Sarah  Anriy  his  son's  wife,  for  life,  remainder 

A  testator      ^pQu  tfyg^  for  their  children :  and  he  gave  his  residuary 
goye  his  estate     '^  .  ^ ' 

to  the  Plain-     personal  estate  upon  certain  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  his 

cutri'in"*ust  «<>"  ^"^^  daughter  and  their  issue. 

for  his  son  for 

life,  remainder  ^^^ 

to  his  daughter      By  a  third  codicil,  dated  the  26th  March,  1847,  the        ^ 

remaTndwto'   testator  g^ve  Harriott   Wiggett  some  household  fur-       ^^^ 

their  children.  niture,       « ^ 

The  son  ef- 
fected a  compromise  with  an  annuitant  under  the  will,  by  means  of  part  of  the  tes-      -  ^T 
tator*8  assets  advanced  by  the  Plaintiffs.     He  died  leaving  his  widow  his  executrix      ^^-^ 
and  universal  legatee.    A  decree  was  made  to  administer  the  first  testator's  estate,      «-^ 
wherein  the  executors  were  disallowed  both  the  money  advanced  for  the  compromise    ^^^ 
and  the  annuity  which  was  the  subject  of  it.    They  filed  a  second  bill  against  the  ^^^[j! 
widow  and  children  to  have  the  rights  of  the  parties  under  the  compromise  settled,  ^•-^•i 
and  to  determine  other  questions  arising  between  them  and  the  son.     A  demnuei  .■.   "  ^i 
for  multifariousness  and  want  of  equitv  was  overruled. 

When  there  is  a  demurrer  for  multifariousness  on  the  record,  the  Defendant  mayi 
demur  ore  tema  for  want  of  equity. 


( 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  513 

Kmiturcy  and  increased  her  annuity  to  60/.  per  annum        1854. 

£<>r  life.  ^'^^^^ 

Rump 

V. 

The  testator  died  on  the  28th  of  March,  1847.  Robert    Geeenhill. 

^^5.  Smith  contested  the  validity  of  the  third  codicil,  but 

^ai.  compromise  was  entered  into  with  Harriott  Wiggett, 

^^^ho  agreed  to  give  up  her  claims  for  the  sum  of  500Z. 

^-■.'his  sum  the  PlaintifTs,  the  executors,  at  the  request  of 

-^^lobert  B,  Smith,  advanced  out  of  the  testator's  estate, 

^^nd  paid  it  to  Harriott  Wiggett,  who,  in  consideration 

^zz^f  the  sum  of  500/,  therein  expressed  to  be  paid  to  her 

^Z)y  Robert  B.  Smith,  assigned  the  annuities  and  fur- 

"^niture  to  Robert  B.  Smith.     The  deed  of  assignment 

^^iwas,  with  the  acquiescence  of  Robert  B,  Smith,  retained 

'■iDy  the  executors,  by  way  of  deposit  as  a  security  for 

^d.heir  advances,  and  Robert  B.  Smith  also  gave  them  his 

(iDromissory  note  for  500/.  and  interest. 

The  will  and  codicils  of  the  testator  were  then  proved 
'■zjy  the  Plaintiffs  in  Octobei,  1847. 

Robert  B.  Smith  died  in  October,  1852,  having 
^^ppointed  his  wife  his  executrix  and  sole  legatee.  She 
"(iiDroved  the  will,  and  afterwards  married  GreenhilL 

In  1853,  a  suit  of  Smith  v.  Rump,  for  the  administra- 

^^ion  of  William   Smith's  estate,   was  commenced   by 

Summons  by  the  children  of  Robert  B.  Smith  originally 

^against  the  executors,  and  notice  of  the  proceedings 

"therein   was  afterwards    served   upon    Mr.  and   Mrs. 

^jreenhiU.     The  ordinary   administration   decree    was 

^nade,  and  the  usual  accounts  were  directed  to  be  taken. 

%)n  the  19th  of  July,  1854,  the  Chief  Clerk  made  his 

^^rtificate,  disallowing  the  Plaintiffs  the  sum  of  500/. 

advanced  by  them  in  respect  of  the  compromise  with 

-Harriott  Wiggett,  and  also  certain  other  sums  con- 

L  L  2  nected 
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1854. 


nected  therewith,  and  refusing  them  credit  in  respect  of 
the  annuity  bequeathed  to  Harriott  Wiggett  by  the 
third  codicil. 

On  the  21  St  of  October,  1864,  the  Plaintiffs,  the 
executors  of  the  first  testator,  filed  this  bill,  alleging 
that  doubts  existed  whether  the  purchase  from  Harriott 
Wiggett  was  effected  for  the  benefit  of  the  parties  in- 
terested in  the  residuary  estate  of  William  Smith,  or  /or 
the  individual  benefit  of  Robert  B.  Smith. 


The   bill   then   stated,  that  the   Plaintiffs,  the  tiC^ ' 
ecutors,   had,  from   time   to   time,  made  advances  t^^ 
Robert  B.  Smith  on  loan,  out  of  the  testator's  estater^'^'. 
and  that  he  had  given  them  a  mortgage  of  certain  rea^      ^ 
estate  and  a  policy  of  assurance  for  600L,  by  way  o^^ 
security  for  such  advances.  The  bill  further  stated,  that  ^ 
Robert  B.  Smith  became  indebted  to  the  Plaintiffs,  as 
the  executors  of  William  Smith,  for  certain  household 
furniture  sold  to  him,  and  for  the  costs  of  effecting  the 
compromise  with  Harriott  Wiggett,  &c.,  upon  the  sup- 
position of  the  same  not  being  chargeable  against  the 
estate  of  the  testator.    That  since  the  decease  of  Robert 
B.  Smith,  in  October,  1862,  his  estate  (upon  the  like 
supposition)  had  become  further  chargeable  to  the  Plain- 
tiffs in  three  several  sums  of  legacy  duty  paid  by  the 
Plaintiffs  on  the  bequest  of  the  furniture  to  Harriott 
Wiggett,  on  the  income  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of^^^*^ 
the  real  estate  payable  to  Robert  B.  Smith  for  life,  and  M^  *a 
on  the  specific   bequest   to  Robert  B.  Smith.    Tbat:^'-^^ 
treating  Robert  B.  Smith  as  purchaser  of  the  fumiture^^'^^* 
bequeathed  to  Harriott  Wiggett  by  the  third  codicil,,  t  ^'i 
he  became  entitled  to  credit  in  account  for  the  amounS'  ^^^ 
tliereof,  and,  treating  the  purchase  of  the  annuities  a^   ^s 
effected  personally  on  behalf  of  Robert  B.  Smith,  h^^^ 
was  entitled  to   have  credit,  in    account,  in   respec'  '  ^ 

thereof    ^ 
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ther^f,  subject  to  the  rights  of  the  Plaintifik  to  the        1864. 

appropriation  of  the   same   in  account  with   him,  in 

respect  of  the  transactions  aforesaid.    That  no  payment 

was    c?er  made  to  Robert  B,  Smith  in  respect  of  the  said 

Ann  uaities  or  the  income  of  the  testator's  estate,  and  the 

accounts  in  respect  of  the  testator's  estate  were  unad- 

jus^^dat  his  decease;  that  on  his  death,  the  Plaintiffs 

^^^t^ined  payment  of  the  policy  of  insurance,  and  that 

tlio      mortgage  was  a  very  inadequate  security  for  the 

*^^^^c>iint  still  remaining  due;  that  Robert  B.  Smith  ap- 

P^ii^ted  his  wife  executrix  of  his  will,  and  that  she  and 

'^^i"     present  husband  had  possessed  themselves  of  his 

P^*"«soDal  estate  and  entered  into  receipt  of  the  rents  and 

P^'ofits  of  the  real  estate.    That,  as  the  Plaintiffs  were 

^^^i«ed,  a  question  existed,  how  far  the  said  compromise 

^a^   to  be  treated  as  a  purchase  on  behalf  of  Robert  B. 

^''•i^A,or  as  an  extinguishment  of  the  rights  of  Harrio/^ 

^^.^^ett  to  the  annuities  and  furniture,  either  for  the 

"^Cifefitof  the  parties  generally  interested  in  the  testator's 

'■^aicJuary  estate,  or  his  own  children  in  particular,  and 

"^^t  the  settlement  of  that  question,  which  was  not 

'^^^^  in  the  suit  of  Smith  v.  Rump,  was  requisite  to 

^^     due  administration  of  the  estate.    That  provision 

^^^^Id  not  be  made  in  that  suit,  from  the  nature  and 

"^^^e  of  it,  for  the  settlement  of  the  accounts  between 

*^     Plaintiffs  and  Robert  B,  Smith's  estate,  and  the 

^^J^stment  of  the  question  as  to  Harriott   Wiggett's 

^^**^promise,  and  that  what  was  coming  to  the  estate  of 

"^^^ier^  B.  Smithy  upon  the  taking  of  the  account  in 

^^•^  suit  upon  the  principle  upon  which  they  were  to 

^     taken,  would  be  insufficient  to  pay  the  Plaintiffs' 

^  '^and  against  his  estate. 

*Tie  bill  prayed,  that,  if  and  so  far  as  might  be  proper 

^^  necessary,  this  suit  might  be  taken  as  supplemental 

t:he  suit  of  Smith  v.  Rump,  and  come  on  to  be  heard 

with 
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with  it  on  further  consideration.  That  the  Plaintiffs 
might  be  allowed  in  account  against  the  estate  of 
William  Smith  and  the  pai*ties  interested  therein,  the 
600/.  and  the  other  payments  connected  therewith,  or  if 
not,  that  they  might  have  the  benefit  thereof  in  account 
with  the  estate  of  Robert  B.  Smith,  and  that  the  an- 
nuities and  value  of  the  furniture  bequeathed  to  Har- 
riott Wiggett  might  be  considered  as  subsisting,  and  as 
chargeable,  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiffs,  with  what  might 
be  payable  to  them  on  account  of  their  payments  in 
respect  of  the  compromise,  &c.  That  if  the  Plaintiffs 
might  be  disallowed,  in  account  against  the  estate  of 
William  Smith,  the  payment  relating  to  the  compro- 
mise, and  if  it  either  should  not  be  necessary  to  resort  to 
the  annuities  of  furniture  in  payment  of  the  Plaintiffs, 
or  if  any  surplus  should  be  left  after  such  payment, 
then  that  it  might  be  ascertained  and  declared,  whether 
the  same  formed  part  of  the  estate  of  Robert  B.  Smith, 
or  whether  the  children  of  Robert  B.  Smith  were 
entitled  to  have  the  purchase  treated  as  effected  for 
their  benefit,  and  their  share  of  the  estate  of  WilUam 
Smith  exonerated  from  the  same.  That  an  account 
might  be  taken  of  what  was  due  to  the  Plaintiffs  from 
the  estate  of  Robert  B.  Smith,  and  that  they  might  be 
entitled  to  set  off  against  such  demand  what  might  be 
coming  to  Robert  B,  Smith's  estate  on  taking  the 
accounts  in  Smith  v.  Rump,  and  that  any  deficiency 
might  be  raised  and  paid  out  of  the  general  estate  ol 
R.  B.  Smith,  and  that  so  far  as  necessary,  this  suit 
might  be  treated  as  a  creditors'  suit  against  his  estate, 
and  that  the  usual  account  might  be  taken  ;  and  for  a 
receiver  and  injunction  against  Mr.  and  Mrs.  GreenhilL 


To  this  bill  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Greenhill  and  the  children- 
of  Robert  B,  Smith  put  in  separate  demurrers  on  the 
ground  of  multifariousness. 

Mr 
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Mr.  G.  L.  Rtusellf  in  support  of  the  demurrer  of  Mr.  1854. 
and  Mrs.  GreenhilL  The  bill  seeks  the  administration  of  ^^^/^^ 
the  estate  of  both  William  Smith  and  Robert  B.  Smithy  ^  ^ 

and  prays  for  alternative  relief  out  of  the  one  or  out  of  Grbbmhill. 
the  other ;  but  the  children  of  Robert  B.  Smith  ought 
not  to  be  involved  in  questions  of  account  with  his 
estate,  which  all  belongs  to  his  widow,  and  in  which 
they  have  no  concern  ;  they  have  arisen  solely  out  of 
the  transactions  in  reference  to  the  compromise.  This 
compromise,  being  a  breach  of  trust,  the  Plaintiffs  can 
have  no  claim  against  the  estate  of  William  Smith  for 
the  appropriation  of  any  part  of  it  in  payment  of  the 
sums  applied  by  them  towards  effecting  it,  as  to  which 
transaction  they  have,  throughout  the  bill,  mixed  up 
their  claims  as  executors  of  William  Smith  with  those  in 
their  individual  character.  The  bill  is,  therefore,  clearly 
multifarious;  Ward  v.  Duke  of  Northumberland  (a) ; 
Marcos  v.  Pebrer  (i),  doubting  the  principle  of  Turner 
V.  Robinson  (c) ;  Turner  v.  Doubkday  (rf).  The  bill  is 
also  demurrable,  because  it  only  prays  relief  against  the 
estate  of  Robert  B.  Smith,  contingent  upon  the  Plain- 
tiffs' being  disallowed  their  claims  in  account  with  the 
estate  of  William  Smith  ;  Seddon  v.  Connell  («).  The 
bill  is  also  demurrable  for  want  of  equity ;  for  though  a 
demurrer  for  want  of  equity  has  not  been  filed,  the 
Defendant  may  demur  ore  tenus  on  that  ground,  as  it 
applies  to  the  whole  bill,  in  the  same  way  as  the  de- 
murrer on  record.  This  was  established  in  Crouch  v. 
Hickin{f),  in  which  case,  there  was  a  plea  to  part  of 
the  bill  and  a  demurrer  to  the  rest,  and,  the  latter  being 
overruled,  a  demurrer  ore  tenus  for  want  of  equity  was 
allowed.     A  Defendant  may  demur  ore  tenus  for  want 

of 

(a)  2  Amtr.  469.  (d)  6  Madd.  94. 

(6)  3  Sim.  466.  (c)  10  Sim.  79. 

(c)  1  Sim.  !f  Stu.  313.  (f)  1  Keen,  385. 
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of  equity;  Durdant  v.  J{edman(a);  Beamesi  Orders (b); 
1  Dan.  Pr.  (c) ;  2  Id.  (d)  ;  Mitford,  PL  (e).  The  Plain- 
tiffs  have  clearly  no  equity  to  support  their  bill,  for, 
in  the  suit  of  Smith  v.  Rump,  they  might  have  obtained 
all  the  relief  they  are  entitled  to.  The  bill  is  therefore 
demurrable  for  want  of  equity. 

Mr.  G.  Lovelly  in  support  of  the  demurrer  by  the 
infant  children  of  R.  JB.  Smithy  relied  on  Marcos  v. 
Pebrer  (/) ;  Trench  v.  Harrison  (g). 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Goodeve,  in  support  of  the  bill. 
The  Plaintiffs  could  not  have  obtained  full  relief  in  the 
other  suit.  That  is  shewn  from  the  course  which  ha9 
been  taken  in  it,  for  their  claims  have  been  rejected, 
and  a  separate,  or  additional  suit,  has  therefore  become 
necessary  to  establish  their  rights.  When  there  is 
on  the  record  simply  a  demurrer  for  multifariousness, 
there  cannot  be  a  demurrer  ore  tenuSf  for  want  of 
equity ;  for  that  is  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  record, 
which  admits  two  talid  grounds  of  equity,  but  asserts 
that  they  ought  not  to  be  united  in  one  suit  If  you 
demur  for  the  minor^  you  cannot  then  demur  ore  tenus 
for  the  major  ground  of  demurrer,  which  you  have 
passed  over  on  your  pleading ;  Pitts  v.  Short  (A).  The 
demurrer  for  multifariousness  cannot  be  supported,  for, 
in^certain  circumstances,  different  estates  may  be  united 
in  the  same  suit,  when  they  are  so  mixed  together  as 
to  make  it  convenient  or  necessary;  Campbell  v. 
Machay{i)\  Attorney-General  v,  Cradock{k).  Lastly, 
it  is  plain   that  the  question  of  the  compromise  could 

not 

(fl)  1  Vern,  78.  fg)  17  Sim.  III. 

(b)  Page  174,  n.  39.  (A)  17  Fes.  213. 

(c)  Page  446.  (i)  7  Sim.  564;  1  Mjfl.  ^  Cr. 

(d)  Page  92.  608. 

(e)  Page  217  (4th  edit.)  (/c)  3  My  I.  if  Cr.  85. 
U)  3  Sim.  AQQ. 
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xiot  have  been  disposed  of  under  the  decree  in  the  suit       1854. 
of  Smith  ▼•  Rump,  which  did  not  reach  such  a  case. 

Mr.  G.  L.  Jtussell,  in  reply.  If  a  demurrer  be  to  the 
'^bole  bill,  you  may  ore  tenus  shew  any  cause  of  de- 
^nnrrer  which  applies  to  the  whole  bill ;  but  if  the 
demurrer  be  to  part  only,  then  the  demurrer  ore  tenus 
must  be  confined  to  that  part ;  Cartwright  v.  Green  (a). 
Here  the  demurrer  is  to  the  whole  bill,  and  therefore  it 
may  be  demurred  to  for  want  of  equity ;  Broderip  v. 
Phillips  {b);  JUitford,  Pl.(c);  2  Dan.  Prac.{d). 


Mr.  Roupell  then  moved  to  stay  proceedings  in  Smith 
?.  Rump,  and  consolidate  it  with  the  present  cause  of 
Rump  y.  GreenhilL  He  argued  that  justice  could  not 
be  done  to  the  parties,  unless  the  two  suits  came  on 
together. 

The  dates  of  the  proceedings  were  as  follows : — ^The 
administration  summons  issued  xn  November,  1853;  the 
Chief  Clerk's  certificate  was  made  in  July,  1854;  the 
present  suit  was  instituted  in  October,  1854;  notice 
of  this  motion  given  on  the  5th  of  November,  and  the 
demurrers  were  filed  on  the  8th. 

Mr.  G.  Z.  Russell,  and  Mr.  G.  Lovell,  contrd. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  will  dispose  of  the  demurrer  on  Monday.  My  pre- 
sent impression  is,  that  the  objection  for  multifariousness 
cannot  be  sustained ;  and  that  there  are  sufficient  alle- 
gations in  the  bill  to  sustain  it  in  other  respects. 

But 

(a)  8  Va.  405.  (0  Pages  217,  246. 

(b)  I  Vem.  78,  n.  (d)  Page  542. 
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1854.  ^^^  whatever  I   do  about  the  demurrer^  I  am  of 

^•^N^^^  opinion  that  this  motion  ought  to  be  refused  with  costs. 
^1*'  This  is  a  case  in  which  a  summons  was  issued  on  the 
Greenbill.  23rd  of  November  in  last  year  (now  within  a  very  few 
days  of  one  year  since).  The  form  of  proceeding  on 
which  a  summons  for  the  administration  of  the  estate 
is  issued  is  this : — The  Plaintiff  calls  on  the  executors 
to  shew  cause  why  the  common  administration  decree 
should  not  be  made.  It  would  be  a  sufficient  cause  to 
state  that  there  are  complicated  questions,  involving  the 
rights  of  various  parties,  arising  from  the  dealings  and 
transactions  which  the  executors  had,  during  the  life- 
time of  the  tenant  for  life  of  the  property,  and  affecting 
also  the  purchase  of  an  annuity  from  an  annuitant 
under  the  will,  in  order  to  get  rid  of  it,  and  to  avoid 
the  question  on  the  will.     When  there  is  a  question 

which  cannot  be  properly  dealt  with  under  an  admi-         -^ 

nistration  summons,   the   Court   does   not    grant    the        -^s^-^ 
common  administration  decree,  but  says,  "  if  you  will  -•  * 

file  a  bill  to  bring  these  questions  before  the  Court  -:»^^ 
within  a  limited  period,  as  within  a  fortnight  or  three  ^^^^ 
weeks,  no  administration  decree  will  be  granted ;"  but  if  ^*  ^' ' 
that  be  not  done,  the  Court  then  makes  the  usual  order 
for  administration,  and  considers  that  the  Defendants 
have  waived  the  question. 


These  parties  had  full  notice  of  the  whole  of  the 
questions  now  raised;  thty  did  not  bring  them  before 
the  Court  or  Chief  Clerk,  but  allowed  the  order  to  be 
made,  as  if  the  case  were  proper  for  the  usual  order  for 
administration.  The  certificate  of  the  Chief  Clerk  was 
made  in  Jult/y  1854,  and  the  cause  must  have  been 
within  a  few  days  of  being  heard  before  the  long  vaca- 
tion, and  then,  on  the  21st  of  Octobery  1854,  a  bill  is 
filed  for  the  purpose  of  raising  all  these  questions  for 
the  first  time,  and  a  motion  is  now  made  to  stay,  in 

effect, 


.^^ 


e 
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^ffecij  the  proceedings  in  the  other  cause,  until  this 
oause  can  be  heard ;  offering,  no  doubt,  to  have  these 
<)uesiion8  disposed  of  in  any  manner  that  the  Court 
shall  think  fit,  but  without  a  word  of  explanation  why 
a  period  of  at  least  eleven  months  has  been  passed  with- 
out any  step  being  taken  for  that  purpose. 

I  am  quite  sure  the  Court  would  act  very  unwisely, 
and  only  encourage  useless  litigation,  and  unnecessary 
delay,  if  it  allowed  the  cause  to  be  postponed  upon  this 
application.  Under  these  circumstances  the  motion 
must  be  refused. 


The  Mabtbr  of  the  Rolls.  Nov.  21. 

This  is  a  case  of  a  demurrer  put  in  to  the  bill  for 
i^Qultiferiousness  and  a  further  demurrer,  ore  tenus  for 
"^^ant  of  equity.  On  the  fullest  consideration,  the 
Opinion  which  I  formed  at  the  hearing  is  confirmed, 
^nd  I  think  that  neither  of  these  demurrers  can  be 
Sustained. 

The  first  way  to  look  at  the  case  is  this : — Suppose 
t.here  had  been  no  suit  for  the  administration  of  the 
assets  of  William  Smithy  and  that  this  suit  had  omitted 
Ihe  supplementary  statements,  and  prayed  simply  an 
account  of  the  estate  of  William  Smith.  In  that  case 
I  entertain  no  doubt  that  it  could  be  maintained  as 
a  suit  for  the  administration  of  the  estate  of  William 
Smith.  It  is  true  the  bill  prays  various  things,  to  which 
it  appears  to  me,  as  at  present  advised,  the  Plaintiffs 
are  not  entitled ;  but  the  question  is,  whether  the  Plain* 
tiffs  are  entitled  to  any  relief  at  all. 

It 
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It  has  been  argued  that  the  children  of  Robert  B. 


1854. 

^■^^^-"^^      Smith  are  not  to  be  involved  in  the  account  of  Robert 
^  B.  Smithes  estate,  in  which  they  have  no  concern,  and 

Grb£nhill.  that  the  questions  have  arisen  solely  in  consequence  of 
the  dealing  which  took  place  between  the  executors  of 
William  Smith  and  Robert  B.  Smith,  with  reference  to 
the  claims  and  interests  of  Harriott  Wiggett  upon  the 
estate  of  William  Smith.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  if  this 
suit  had  been  instituted  against  the  representatives  of 
Robert  B.  Smith  to  settle  differences  arising  out  of 
or  relating  to  the  estate  of  William  Smith,  it  could  not 
be  maintained  without  making  the  other  parties  inte- 
rested in  the  estate  of  William  Smith  parties.  It  is 
essential,  in  such  a  suit,  to  ascertain  the  shares  of  the 
children  and  the  other  parties  interested  in  William 
Smith's  estate,  arising  out  of  these  transactions.  It 
undoubtedly  may  become  necessary  to  go  into  various 
matters  in  which  the  children  have  no  interest,  but  that 
alone  does  not  make  a  bill  multifarious.  It  frequently 
happens  that  one  of  several  residuary  legatees  has 
mortgaged  his  share  before  the  suit  is  instituted,  the 
mortgagee  is,  in  consequence,  made  a  party,  and  ques- 
tions of  difficulty  may  and  do  constantly  arise  between 
the  mortgagor  and  his  mortgagee,  in  which  the  other 
residuary  legatees  have  no  concern;  still  the  mortgagee 
is  a  necessary  party  to  the  suit,  and  the  rights  of  the 
legatees  cannot  be  ascertained  without  making  him  a 
party.  The  way  in  which  the  Court  deals  with  such 
cases  is,  by  making  the  costs  fall  on  the  mortgaged 
share,  and  the  Court  takes  care  that  one  residuary 
legatee  does  not  pay  the  costs  of  ascertaining  the  rights 
between  another  and  his  mortgagee  with  which  he  has  no 
concern.  The  same  thing  may  arise  in  the  present  case. 
With  regard  to  the  purchase  of  the  annuity  and  the  com- 
promise of  the  rights  of  Harriott  Wiggett,  it  is  possible 
that  the  children  of  Robert  B.  Smith  may  contend,  that 

this 
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this  transaction  was  entered  into  for  their  benefit  or  for  1854. 
the  beneBt  of  their  father ;  they  may  insist  on  either  of 
these  points,  and  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  parties 
cannot  be  ascertained  except  by  a  suit.  There  are  other 
questions  respecting  the  furniture  and  the  payment  of 
legacy  duty,  which  must  be  determined  in  the  adminis- 
tration of  William  Smithes  estate,  and  in  these  questions 
these  children,  so  far  as  relates  to  such  questions,  are 
necessary  parties.  They  may  possibly  have  no  interest 
in  some  of  the  matters,  as  in  the  accounts  of  Robert  B. 
Smith's  estate,  but,  because  a  Plaintiff  prays  for  more 
than  he  is  entitled  to,  it  does  not  prevent  his  having  so 
much  of  the  relief  as  he  may  be  entitled  to,  unless  the 
matters  be  so  unconnected  that  they  cannot  be  proved 
in  the  same  suit. 

That  is  the  view  I  should  take  of  this  case  if  these 
were  original  suits  for  the  administration  of  William 
Smith's  estate.  But  it  was  argued,  that  if,  in  fact,  this 
is  a  suit  for  that  purpose,  and,  so  far,  proper  and  fit  for 
that  purpose,  its  object  may  be  effected  in  the  admi- 
nistration suit  which  originated  in  a  summons,  and 
which  is  now  pending  in  this  Court;  that  if  the  Chief 
Clerk  has  not  certified  these  matters  as  he  ought,  the 
Plaintiffs  may,  by  objecting  to  the  certificate,  bring  these 
matters  before  the  Court,  and  that  it  would  be  injurious 
to  the  new  practice,  if  the  Court  were  not  to  determine 
these  questions  under  the  administration  decree. 

I  have  considerable  doubts  whether  the  supplemental 
relief  could  have  been  successfully  obtained  in  respect 
of  these  transactions,  which  involve  questions  between 
William  Smith's  estate  and  the  legal  personal  represen- 
tative of  Robert  B.  Smith.  They  are  intimately  con- 
nected, and  the  estate  of  William  Smith  cannot  be 
administered  without  the  disposal  of  these  questions, 

which 
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1864.       which  a  common  decree  will  not  reach.     If  this  b 


had  been  confined  solely  to  the  questions  which  col 
not  be  determined  in  the  other  suit,  the  Plaintiffs  wou 
be  entitled  to  relief,  and  some  account  and  inquiry  wot 
be  necessary  for  that  purpose.     I  think  the  PlaintS.  x: 
have  established  a  right  to  some  inquiry  and  decree 
respect  of  these  matters. 


uJd 

Id 

Id 

mffs 

in 


I  am  of  opinion  that  the  demurrer  for  multifariousn< 
and  want  of  equity  cannot  be  sustained. 


I  at  first  doubted  whether  the  demurrer  ore  ienus  for^ 
want  of  equity  could  be  raised  when  the  only  demurrer* 
on  record  was  for  multifariousness,  but  the  latest  autho- 
rities seem  to  establish  that  it  could. 


1855.  COBBETT  v.  BROCK. 

3%  5. 

When  a  man       A  T  the  end  of  1849,  Mr.  Brock,  a  tailor,  was  con- 

out^considera-   '^^   siderably  indebted  to  the  Plaintiffs,  his  drapers, 

tion,  a  security  j^^j  they,  being  unable  to  obtain  payment,  employed 

whom  he  is       an  accountant  to  ascertain  the  state  of  his  affairs,  and 

mfmed  the      contemplated  taking  proceedings  to  compel  payment  of 

Court  requires  their  debts.     Mr.  Brock,  to  obtain  time,  promised  the 
him  to  shew  t>i   •    a-zt 

the  bona  fides  i'lainUttS 

of  the  trans- 
action. 

A  debtor  induced  a  lady,  to  whom  he  was  engaged,  to  become  security  for  a  debt 
After  the  marriage,  she  insisted  that  she  had  been  imposed  upon.  Held,  that  the  only 
duty  of  the  creditor  (who  was  aware  of  the  relation  between  the  parties)  towards  the 
lady  was,  to  see  that  she  had  proper  professional  assistance,  and  that  any  fraud  or  mis- 
representation of  the  debtor  in  the  transaction,  of  which  the  creditor  had  no  notice,  did 
not  affect  his  security. 
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Plaintiffs  to  give  them'  security  for  their  debt,  and  the 
security  he  proposed  was  that  of  Miss  Sophia  Ann 
Colyer,  a  lady  with  whom  he  stated  he  was  about  to  be 
married. 

The  Plaintiffs*  solicitor,  Mr.  Pike,  accordingly  pre- 
pared the  draft  of  a  security,  whereby  Miss  Colyer 
mortgaged  her  reversion  in  some  real  estate  for  securing 
the  debt  On  the  21st  of  January,  1850,  Mr.  Pike 
sent  the  draft  to  Mr.  Brock,  with  a  letter,  which  was  as 
follows : — *'  I  send  draft  of  the  proposed  security  in 
favour  of  Messrs.  Cobbett  and  Mr.  Gabriel  [the  Plain- 
tiffs], for  your  perusal,  and  when  you  have  satisfied 
yourself  of  its  accuracy,  be  so  obliging  as  to  send  it  to 
Miss  Colyer,  with  my  particular  request,  that  she  will 
get  some  respectable  solicitor  to  peruse  it  on  her  behalf 
and  advise  with  her  on  its  effect  and  provisions,'^ 

The  draft  was  returned  approved  by  Mr.  Basham,  a 
solicitor  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Brock  only,  Mr.  Pike  im- 
mediately returned  it  to  Mr.  Brock,  with  the  following 
letter: — **The  letter  which  I  sent  you  particularly  re- 
quested that  Miss  Colyer  would  have  the  draft  perused 
by  a  solicitor,  on  her  behalf  If  Mr.  Basham  did  this, 
pray  get  him,  as  soon  as  possible,  to  put  a  certificate 
of  that  fact  on  the  enclosed,  but  if  he  does  not  consider 
himself  as  representing  her,  then  I  should  still  wish  her 
to  be  advised  by  some  other  solicitor,  who  will  give  such 
a  certificate." 

On  the  following  day,  it  was  returned  to  Mr.  Pike 
with  the  approval  of  Mr.  Basham  amended,  and  stating 
that  he  had  perused  the  draft,  and  approved  thereof 
on  the  part  of  Mr.  Brock  and  Miss  Colyer.  The  deed 
was  engrossed,  and  Mr.  Brock  attended  with  Miss 
Colyer,  by  appointment,  at  the  office  of  Mr.  Basham, 

and 
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1865. 


and  executed  the  security,  and  the  matter  was  after- 
wards completed  by  handing  it  over  to  the  Plaintiffs. 

There  were  subsequent  acts  of  confirmation  of  this 
deed  by  Mr.  Brock  and  Miss  Colyer,  but  these  did  not 
form  the  grounds  of  the  decision  of  the  Court.  The 
marriage  between  them  took  place  in  October,  1850, 
and  the  estate  having  fallen  into  possession  and  the 
money  remaining  unpaid,  this  suit  was  instituted,  in 
1854,  for  a  foreclosure. 

The  relief  sought  by  the  Plaintiffs  was  resisted  both 
by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Brock,  who  insisted,  that  the  deed 
was  not  binding  and  could  not  be  enforced  in  this 
Court.  Mrs.  Brock,  in  resistance  to  the  claim  of  the 
Plaintiffs  to  be  paid  out  of  her  estate,  insisted  on  the 
formularies  usual  in  such  cases.  She  said  that  the  deed 
had  been  obtained  through  undue  influence  on  the  part 
of  her  husband,  and  by  fraud,  deception,  misrepresenta- 
tion, surprise,  concealment  and  suppression  of  facts  on 
the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs  and  their  solicitor.  She  said 
that  it  had  been  represented  to  her  by  them,  that  the 
difficulties  of  Mr.  Brock  were  merely  temporary,  that 
the  Plaintiffs  had  promised  to  afford  him  assistance  and 
forego  all  interest,  and  that  she  should  never  be  called 
on  to  pay  the  debt,  which  would  be  paid  out  of  the  pro- 
fits of  Mr.  Brock's  business,  whereas  he  was,  at  the 
time,  in  a  hopeless  state  of  insolvency.  In  addition  to 
this,  she  said,  that  she  did  not  employ  her  own  solicitor, 
but  trusted  entirely  to  Mr.  Pike,  who  was  a  friend  of 
her  husband  ;  that  the  deed  had  not  been  read  over  or 
explained  to  her  and  had  never  been  perused  on  her  be- 
half, and  that  she  had  executed  it  without  proper  pro- 
fessional advice.  She  stated  that  she  had  been  taken 
by  Mr.  Brock  to  the  office  of  some  solicitor,  where  she 
executed  the  deed. 

The 
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The  whole  of  these  allegationsy  as  regarded  the  Plain-        1866. 
^ifis,  were  positively  denied,  and  were  unsupported  by 
Any  proofs  with  the  exception  of  the  influence  which 
^Sdr.  Brock,  under  the  circumstances  of  his  approaching 
marriage^  naturally  possessed  over  Miss  Colyer,  and  ex- 
<!ept  the  fraud  or  misrepresentation  (if  any)  on  his  part. 
"With   respect   to  the   professional  assistance  afforded 
Miss  Colyer  on  the  occasion  of  this  transaction,  it  ap- 
peared, from  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Basham,  that  Miss 
Colyer  was  a  stranger  to  him,  that  he  received  instruc- 
tions from  Mr.  Brock  to  peruse  the  deed  on  his  behalf, 
and  that  he  had  done  so,  and  that  by  his  appointment 
Mr.  Brock  brought  a  lady,  whom  he  supposed  to  be 
Miss  Colyer,  to  his  office,  when  they  both  executed  the 
deed.     He  denied  (inadvertently)  that  he  had  ever  been 
professionally  employed  by  Miss  Colyer,  and  he  stated 
that  he  had  never  seen  her  since. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Bright,  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
argued  that  the  security  was  perfectly  valid,  and  that 
the  deed  must  be  acted  on  until  it  had  been  set  aside  by 
an  independent  suit;  Jacobs  v.  Richards{a), 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  W.  H.  Clarke,  for  Mrs.  Brock. 
The  security  was  voluntary  and  obtained  by  undue  in- 
fluence and  misrepresentation ;  the  parties  taking  the 
l^enefit  of  it  are  bound  to  prove  the  bona  fides  of  the 
transaction,  and  that  the  lady  voluntarily  and  deli- 
l>erately  did  the  act,  knowing  its  nature  and  effect; 
Cooke  V.  Lamotte  (b) ;  Hoghton  v.  Hoghton  (c).  The 
I^laintiffs  knew  of  the  engagement  between  Mr.  Brock 
and  Miss  Colyer,  and  are  bound  to  prove  these  cir- 
cumstances, and  they  have  failed  in  doing  so.  Be- 
sides, they  employed  Mr.  Brock  to  obtain  the  security 

from 

(a)  18  Beao.  300.        (6)  15  Beav.  234.         (c)  15  Bean,  278. 
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t.o  his  misrepresentations.  All  they  did  was  to  say^  1855. 
**  We  will  forbear  to  sue  you  or  to  make  you  a  bankrupt 
provided  you  give  us  the  security  of  some  other  party.'' 
For  the  purpose  of  preparing  the  security  they  em-  Brock. 
ployed  a  solicitor;  but  he  did  not  act  as  solicitor  for 
t.Iiis  lady^  though  he  was  a  friend  of  Mr.  Brock,  he  repu- 
diates that  character  altogether,  and  in  his  letter  of  the 
21st  of  January y  1850,  he  insists  that  she  should  have 
a.  solicitor  of  her  own.  He  did  not  trust  to  Mr.  Brock 
to  explain  the  matter  to  Miss  Colyer;  for  when  the  draft 
\/vas  returned  to  him,  sanctioned  and  approved  by  a 
solicitor  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Brock  only,  he  says,  "  This 
^will  not  do,  it  must  be  sanctioned  and  approved  of  by 
tlie  solicitor  of  Miss  Colyer*^  and  it  was  afterwards 
done. 

What  was  the  duty  of  Mr.  Pike  to  this  lady?  It 
xwas  the  duty  of  her  own  solicitor,  and  not  of  the  soli- 
oitor  of  the  Plaintiffs,  to  protect  her.  Mr.  Pike  did  not 
^Bi-fTect  to  be  her  solicitor;  all  he  required  was,  that  she 
should  have  a  solicitor  of  her  own ;  it  was  the  duty  of 
ber  solicitor  to  ascertain  that  she  knew  what  she  was 
^.bout  to  do,  and  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor  was  bound  to 
^rust  to  the  note  of  her  solicitor  that  the  deed  had  been 
^.pproved  by  him  on  her  behalf. 

If  I  were  to  hold,  that  by  reason  of  any  misrepresen- 
t«UoD8  of  Mr.  Brock  the  transaction  could  not  stand, 
^le  result  would  be,  that  no  debtor  could  obtain  the 
forbearance  of  his  creditor  by  getting  a  friend  to  give  a 
Security  for  him,  unless  the  solicitor  of  the  creditor  took 
Upon  himself  the  duties  of  the  solicitor  of  the  surety. 

There  was  ample  consideration  for  the  deed  as  between 
the  Plaintiffs  and  Mr.  Brock,  by  their  forbearance  to 
sue ;  and  a  soUcitor  being  employed  by  Miss  Colyer,  it 

M  M  2  was 
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was  his  duty  to  see  that  she  understood  the  matter, 
and  if  he  performed  his  duty  the  transaction  was  per- 
fectly good  and  valid.  I  conceive  that  all  that  the 
Plaintiffs'  solicitor  had  to  do  was,  to  see  that  she  had 
independent  professional  advice,  and  this  he  did. 

I  look  at  the  case  in  the  same  light  as  if  certain 
benefits  had  been  voluntarily  conveyed  to  Mr.  Brock 
by  Miss  ColyeVy  and  he  had  afterwards  sold  them  to  the 
Plaintiffs.  The  fact  of  this  being  one  transaction  does 
not  affect  the  question,  unless  the  Plaintiffs  were  privy 
to  a  fraud. 

Hitherto  I  have  assumed  that  a  fraud  was  committed 
on  Miss  Colyer,  that  there  was  undue  influence,  and 
that  it  would  be  very  difficult  for  Mr.  Brock  himself  to 
take  advantage  of  the  transaction:  still  she  knew  that  she 
was  executing  securities  which  bound  her  property ;  that 
is  the  reasonable  inference  from  the  evidence.  Basham 
must  have  considered  himself  as  her  solicitor,  for  that 
was  pointedly  put  to  him  when  it  was  stated  that  he 
must  approve  of  the  draft  on  behalf  of  the  lady ;  be  did 
so,  and  I  assume  he  performed  his  duty. 

What  else  was  it  possible  for  Mr.  Pike   to    do  ? 

It  was  not  his  duty  to  go  to  Miss  Colyer^  and  try  to 

persuade  her  not  to  execute  the  security,  and  I  am  of 

opinion,  that  he  had  no  duty  towards  this  lady  except 

.  to  see  that  she  had  proper  professional  assistance. 

I  fully  adhere  to  what  I  expressed  in  the  cases  of 
Cooke  V.  Lamotte  (a),  and  Hoghton  v.  Hoghtan  (b),  and 
if  this  were  a  case  between  Mr.  Brock  and  his  wife  I 
should  require  him  to  prove  all  the  requisites  I  pointed 

out 
(a)  15  Beav.  234.  (6)  15  Beav.  278. 
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out  in  those  cases  as  necessary  to  give  validity  to  the  1865. 
transaction ;  but  when  the  security  gets  into  the  hands 
of  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration^  the  case  is  very 
different^  unless  the  person  obtaining  the  benefit  of  it 
has  been  guilty  of  or  privy  to  the  fraud.  The  fact  of 
Mr.  Brock  saying,  "  I  am  about  to  marry  a  lady  who 
will  give  you  security/'  does  not  amount  to  notice  to. 
them  that  this  security  could  only  be  obtained  by 
undue  influence. 

The  subsequent  transaction  stands  or  falls  with  the 
original,  and  the  result  is  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  the  decree  asked. 


Note. — Dee.  5, 1855.    An  appeal  was  dismiaaed  with  oosta  by  the 
Lorda  Juaticea. 


CHILTON  V.  CAMPBELL. 

if  ay  8. 
OIR  ROBERT  CAMPBELL  was  seised  in  fee  of  The  PlaintiflS 
•^     some  freehold  estates,  the  title  deeds  of  which  ^^^^^to^es, 
were  in  the  hands  of  his  eldest  son,  Sir  John  Campbell,  papved  for  an 
In  1850,  Sir  John  Campbell  deposited  these  deeds  with  gtay  proceed- 

the  Plaintiffs  to  secure  some  monies  then  lent  to  him,  J£P**l*^:    , 
,  ,  '  The  Defendant 

and  he,  at  the  same  time^  stated,  that  his  father  had  left  filed  an  affi- 

him  the  estates  by  his  will,  and  had  authorized  him  to  ^nTthe^ 

raise  money  by  a  deposit  of  the  deeds.     In  1856,  Sir  groundaof 

Robertf  discovering  that  the  deeds  were  in  the  hands  of  xhe  injuno* 

the  Plaintiffs,  demanded  them,  and  afterwards  com-  ^°"  ,^**  '•* 

menced  an  action  at  law  to  recover  them.    The  Plain.  "^ 

tiffs  thereupon,  on  the  4th  of  May,  instituted  the  present 

suit 
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suit  against  Sir  Robert  and  Sir  John,  insisting  on  their 
equitable  mortgage  and  seeking  to  have  the  benefit  of 
it,  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  proceedings 
at  law. 

The  bill  alleged,  that  Sir  Robert  expressly  autho- 
rized his  son  to  deposit  the  title  deeds,  as  a  security  for 
the  actual  advances  made  to  him  by  the  Plaintiffs,  or 
at  all  events,  that  Sir  Robert  delivered  the  deeds  to  his 
son,  with  a  full  knowledge  of  his  intention  to  raise 
money  upon  the  same.  That  if  Sir  Robert,  in  fact, 
delivered  the  title  deeds  to  his  son,  or  allowed  him  to 
become  possessed  thereof  without  any  express  know- 
ledge of  his  intention  to  raise  money  upon  the  security 
of  the  same,  yet  that,  by  having  invested  his  son  with 
the  custody  of  the  title  deeds,  under  the  circumstances 
stated,  he  enabled  him  to  commit  a  fraud  on  the  Plain- 
tiffs, and  ought  now  to  be  bound  by  the  acts  and  dealings 
of  his  son  therewith. 

Before  any  interrogatories  had  been  filed,  the  Plaintiffs 
gave  notice  of  motion  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
proceedings  at  law,  and  no  interrogatories  had,  in  fact, 
been  filed  until  the  present  day  (8th  May), 

Sir  Robert  filed  an  affidavit,  which  stated  as  fol- 
lows: **  Intending  that  my  son.  Sir  Johuy  should,  after 
ray  decease,  enjoy  this  property,  it  occurred  to  me  that 
it  might  be  the  means  of  saving  some  trouble  at  my 
death,  and  avoid  the  chance  of  the  deeds  being  mislaid, 
if  I  at  once  placed  them  in  the  custody  of  my  son,  and 
I  therefore  delivered  the  deeds  to  him,  explaining  to 
him  my  intention  and  object,  that  I  wished  this  pro- 
perty should  always  remain  in  ray  family."  "  I  deny 
that  I  ever,  directly  or  indirectly,  at  any  time  what- 
soever, agreed  to  allow  my  son  to  raise  money  on  the 

security 
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security  of  the  deposit  of  the  title  deeds  of  the  pro- 
perty.*' He  also  denied  that  he  ever  authorized  his  son  to 
deposit  the  deeds  as  a  security  for  any  advances  made  or 
to  be  made  by  the  Plaintiflls  or  any  other  person.  Campbell. 

Mr.  Terrell,  in  support  of  the  motion.  First,  the 
Defendant  is  bound  to  give  a  discovery  by  answer,  and 
the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  an  injunction  in  the  mean- 
time; Senior  T.  Pritchard  (a) ;  Lovell  y.  Galloway  (b). 
Secondly,  the  affidavits  of  the  Plaintiffs  and  Defendant 
ahew  a  sufficient  pritH&  facie  case  to  entitle  the  Plaintiffs 
to  an  injunction. 

Mr.  jf2.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Sehomberfff  contra.  There 
9.re  no  interrogatories  on  the  file,  and  therefore  the  rule 
does  not  apply.  The  case  alleged  by  the  Piaintifis  is 
positively  denied  by  the  Defendant,  and  therefore  the 
X^Iaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  an  injunction  on  the  merits. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls:  My  impression  is,  that 
x£  the  discovery  will  not  be  a  defence  at  law,  and  there 
is  an  equitable  case,  the  Court  requires  judgment  to  be 
Si^6^>  an^  stays  execution. 

Mr.  Terrell,  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  there  is  no  case  for  the  injunc- 
'tion.  It  is  clear  how  the  matter  stands;  if  interro- 
gatories had  been  filed,  and  the  Plaintiffs  sought  a 
^iiscovery  of  facts  which  might  furnish  a  defence  to  the 
action  at  law,  the  present  practice  of  the  Court  would 
entitle  them  to  the  same  benefit  as  under  the  old  practice^ 

that 

(a)  16  Beoo.  473.  (b)  17  Beav.  1. 
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that  is,  to  a  full  discovery*  The  case  made  i 
Plaintiffs  is  not  a  defence  to  the  action  at  law, 
any  injuoction  were  granted,  it  must  be  on  eqii 
grouQdSf  and  on  the  Plaintiffs  giving  judgment 
action*  The  case  made  by  the  bill  is,  that  an  eqv 
mortage  was  made  by  the  son  and  was  sanction 
the  father;  but  this  is  positively  denied  by  the  ! 
The  son  had  no  interest  in  the  property^  and  the 
is,  that  at  law  there  i^  nothing  to  prevent  Sir  i 
from  recovering  the  deeds*  If  the  Plaintiffs  mad 
that  the  deeds  had  been  deposited  by  the  son,  that ' 
not  be  a  mortgage  of  the  property  against  the  f 
If  the  Defendant  should  recover  the  deeds  withoul 
ing  the  money  advanced  by  the  Plaintiffs,  the  i 
their  losing  possession  of  the  deeds  would  not  pj 
their  still  insisting,  in  equity,  that  there  was  a  co 
by  the  father  as  well  as  the  son,  that  this  pn 
should  be  mortgaged  to  them. 


This  is  no  case  for  an  injunction.  Let  the  cc 
the  motion  be  costs  in  the  cause,  in  order  that  '. 
see  if  the  Plaintiffs  should  ultimately  establish 
right. 
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LANE  V.  JACKSON. 

May  25,  26. 
TI>  Y  a  deed  dated  the  23rd  of  November,  1849^  some  An  etute  was 
-■^    freeholds  were  conveyed  to  Wallis  and  others,  in  ^rScFlrfter- 
fee,  subject  to  redemption  on  payment  by  John  Brewer  wards  to  the 
r  1  oAAi  Defendant; 

of  1,200/.  the  PUintiff 

■ttbeequently 
obtained  a 
In  1860,  John  Brewer  mortgaged  the  same  property  registered 

to  the  Defendant  Jackson,  for  securing  1,300/.,  subject  against  the 

to  the  prior  mortgage.  Thffindant 

then  purchased 
the  equity  of 
In  January,  1861,  the  Plaintiff  Zane  obtained  a  judg-  redemption, 

ment  against  JbAn  Brewer,  which  was  duly  registered  J^gforjud!^ 

under  the  statute  1  8c  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  19,  on  the  7th  ments.    On  a 
1*  7  f      1  o  n  bill  to  chaige 

of  July,  1861.  the  equity  of 

redemption 
with  the  judg- 

In  1861,  Jackson  purchased  from  John  Brewer  the  "«"*»  ^« 
equity  of  redemption  of  the  property  for  160/.,  and  it  that  the  de- 
was  conveyed  to  him,  subject  to  the  first  mortgage  for  cjjMefor'^"^ 
1,200/.,  by  a  deed  of  the  6th  of  September,  1861,  to  valuable  con- 

which  Tumbull  was  a  party.  JJith^ut^no- 

tice"  was 
available  in 
The   Plaintiff  instituted  this  suit  in  March,  1862,  this  case; 

against  Jackson  alone,  insisting  that  the  Defendant  on  the  evi- 

and   his   solicitor,   Mr.  Tumbull,   bad   notice  of  the  ^**°^»  ^^ 

notice  was 
Plaintiff's  judgment,  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  proved; 

the  equity  of  redemption.     He  alleged  that  Tumbull  JS^S£,i 

had  searched   for  judgments,  or  if  not,  that  he  had  bent  on  a  por- 

wilfully  omitted  to  do  so,  in  order  not  to  be  affected  g^j^h  for 

with  notice  of  the  judgments  against  John  Brewer.  The  judgments. 

bill 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

bill  prayed  a  declaration,  that  the  amount  of  the  judg- 
ment was  a  charge  ou  the  estate,  that  the  estate  might 
be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  applied  in  payment  of  the 
Plaintiff's  judgment  debt. 

The  Defendant  positively  denied  having  had  any 
notice  of  the  judgment,  but  it  appeared,  that  on  th^ 
purchase  and  previously  thereto,  Tumbull  bad  beea 
employed  as  the  solicitor  both  of  Jackson  and  Brewer. 

Brewer^  in  his  affidavit,  made  on  behalf  of  the  Plain- 
tiff, deposed  as  follows : — "  Previous  to  the  completion 
of  the  sale  to  the  Defendant,  considerable  negociations 
took  place  between  me  and  Tumbull^  with  respect  to 
such  sale,  and  as  to  the  price,  &c.,  and  ultimately,  in 
or  about  the  beginning  of  the  month  of  September ^  1851, 
1  had  a  conversation  with  Tumbull^  relative  to  the  sale 
of  my  property,  subject  to  the  charges  thereon,  when, 
in  the  course  of  such  conversation,  Tumbull  informed 
me  to  the  effect  following : — that  he  could  procure  me 
160/.  for  my  interest  therein,  adding,  that  if  I  would 
not  take  that  sum,  I  should  get  nothing.  In  reply  to 
which,  and  with  reference  to  the  insufficiency  of  the 
said  sum  of  150/.  to  free  me  from  my  judgment  debts, 
I  said  to  Turnbully  the  words  or  to  the  effect  following : 
— What  am  I  to  do  with  the  judgment?  (thereby  mean- 
ing and  alluding  to  the  judgment  of  Richard  Kirkman 
Lane  and  others),  when  Tumbull  answered,  '  You  must 
manage  as  well  as  you  can.* " 

This  conversation  was  as  positively  denied  by  Turn- 
bull.  He  also  denied  all  notice  of  or  suspicions  of 
any  judgment  of  the  Plaintiff.  He  said,  '*  I  did  not 
search  the  registry  of  judgments  for  judgments  against 
Brewer,  and  it  is  not  my  custom  or  practice,  when  con- 
cerned for  a  purchaser  or  mortgagee,  to  cause  the  said 

>  registry 
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registry  of  judgments  to  be  searched  for  judgments  1856. 
against  the  vendor  or  mortgagor.  I  most  positively 
say  that  I  did  not  omit  to  search^  in  order  that  the 
Defendant  should  not  be  affected,  by  reason  of  such 
search,  with  notice  of  judgment  against  Brewer,  or 
from  any  other  improper  motive ;  but  I  omitted  to  make 
such  search  conformably  with  my  usual  custom  and 
practice,  and  because  I  did  not  consider  the  same  to  be 
necessary." 

There  was  some  evidence  of  Tumbull  having,  in 
May,  1850,  witnessed  a  consent  to  a  judge's  order,  in  a 
suit  of  Nesfield  v.  Brewer,  to  NesjieWs  signing  final 
judgment  against  Brewer,  in  case  his  debt  should  not 
be  paid  on  the  8th  of  July,  1860.  It  did  not,  however, 
appear  what  was  done  upon  it. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Flather,  for  the  Plaintiff. 
First,  the  Defendant  Jackson  states,  that  he  had  no 
notice  of  the  Plaintiff's  judgment,  but  that  is  immate- 
rial, because  the  interests  are  equitable,  and  the  charges 
rank  according  to  their  dates. 

Secondly,  Tumbull  was  solicitor  both  to  the  vendor 
and  purchaser ;  he  was  a  party  to  the  deed  of  September, 
1849,  and  was  aware  of  the  state  of  Brewer* s  affairs, 
and  of  the  pending  judgment  in  Nesfield  v.  Brewer. 
He  had  either  actual  notice  of  the  judgment,  or  must 
be  deemed  to  have  had  constructive  notice,  for,  contrary 
to  the  universal  practice  in  such  cases,  he  wilfully  ab- 
stained from  searching  the  registry,  purposely  to  defeat 
Brewer's  judgment,  by  shutting  his  eyes  to  its  ex- 
istence. 


Attorney-General  v.  Wilkins^c). 

There  was  no  obligation  to  search  the  reg 
that  were  so,  the  law  would  impute  notice  of 
that  might  be  ascertained  from  the  search, 
words^  the  registry  would  itself  be  notice  to  al 
which  it  undoubtedly  is  not.  You  must  sh 
intentional  omission  to  search^  for  the  sake  < 
notice,  and  this  is  not  proved.  The  2  Vict. 
was  introduced  by  Lord  St.  Leonards^  for  th 
pose  of  relieving  purchasers  for  valuable  coi 
who  are  not  to  be  affected  by  registered  judgi 
extensively  than  they  were  formerly  by  docl 
ments. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

If  it  were  the  duty  of  purchasers  to  seai 
gistry  of  judgments,   there  would   always 
There  is  no  evidence  that  the  cognovit  in 
Brewer  resulted   in  a  judgment  against  B\ 
none  appears  to  have  been  registered.     I  wi: 
evidence  and  dispose  of  the  case  to-morrow  n 


Lame 

V. 
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case  is  this  : — ^Tlie  Plaintiff  had  a  judgment  against        1856. 
brewer,  and  some  time  after  the  judgment  had  been 
entered  up  and  registered.  Brewer  sold  his  estate,  which 
was  an   equity   of  redemption,  to  Jackson,  the    De-      Jacmom. 
fendant.     Jackson  says  he  is  a  purchaser  for  valuable 
consideration  without  notice.     If  he  be,  I  have  already 
held,  that  such  a  defence  is  applicable  to  equitable  as 
well  as  to  legal  titles  upon  the  authority  of  a  case  de- 
cided by  Lord  St.  Leonards.    The  Defendant  is  there-     ' 
fore  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  doctrine,  if  he  had  no 
notice. 

If  he  had  any  notice,  it  must  have  been  constructive 
notice  through  Tumhull^  who  acted  as  the  solicitor  of 
Brewer  and  of  the  Defendant  in  the  transaction  relating 
to  the  purchase  of  the  equity  of  redemption.  Turnhull 
having,  in  September ,  1851,  acted  for  both  parties,  it  is 
said,  that  all  the  information  which  he  had  at  that  time, 
as  solicitor  of  Brewery  he  had  also  as  solicitor  of  Jack- 
son. The  only  question  is,  whether  Tumbull  had  notice 
of  the  Plaintiff's  judgment.    He  asserts  that  he  had  not. 

The  burden  of  proving  notice  lies  on  the  person. who 
asserts  it,  viz.,  the  Plaintiff;  and  the  evidence  on  which 
he  relies  consists  of  a  passage  in  the  evidence  of  Brewer ^ 
and  this  passage  is  to  this  effect : — "  Previous"  &c.  .  . 
.  .  .  .  "what  am  I  to  do  with  the  judgment?" 
[whether  this  word  is  "judgments"  or  "judgment," 
in  the  plural  or  singular,  I  do  not  know].  This  conver- 
sation is  positively  and  distinctly  denied  by  Turnhull. 

I  have  frequently  stated,  that  where  the  positive  fact 
of  a  particular  conversation  is  stated  to  have  taken 
place  between  two  persons  of  equal  credibility,  and  one 
states  positively  that  it  took  place  and  the  other  as 
positively  denies  it,  I  believe  that  the  words  were  said, 

and 
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1865.       ^^^  ^^^^  ^^6  person  who  denies  their  having  been  sn 
has  forgotten  the  circumstance.     By  this  means  I  gi 
full  credit  to   both   parties.     But   in  this   case,   if 
believe  that  these  words  were  said^  they  amount 
nQthing.  The  question  is  as  to  a  judgment  duly  enter 
up  and  registered,  with  respect  to  which  Brewer  sai 
"  What  am  I  to  do  with  the  judgment?"  speaking 
debts  generally ;   I  could  not  hold  that  these  wor 
even  expressed   notice  of  a  judgment    having 
entered   up  and   registered.     He  says,   TumbuU 
formed  me   "  to    the  effect  following "...    [J 
Honor  here  read  the  passage  stated,  ante,  page  531 
'^  ray  judgment  debts.''    That  he  only  refers  to  debts 
obvious  from  this^  if  it  were  of  any  importance. 

TumbuU  swears  positively,  that  he  did  not  know 
the  judgment,  and  that  these  words  were  never  said, 
that  state  of  things,  it  would  be  going  too  far  to 
that  client  or  solicitor  to  be  fixed  with  notice  of  a  regis^- 
tered  judgment. 

On  the  whole,  I  think  there  was  no  notice  to  the 
Defendant,  Jackson,  of  the  Plaintiff's  registered  judg- 
ment, and  the  result  is,  that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 


Note. — Under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  13,  a  judgment  operates 
as  a  charge  on  the  real  estate  of  the  debtor,  but  the  chaise  cannot  be 
enforced  for  twelve  months.  The  statute,  though  it  gives  this  chai*ge, 
unfortunately  provides  no  means  of  preserving  it,  or  of  preventing  the 
judgment  debtor  aliening  the  land,  for  valuable  consideration,  to  a  pur- 
chaser without  notice,  and  thus  (as  in  the  case  in  the  text)  defeating 
the  charge.  It  is,  perhaps,  possible,  by  instituting  a  suit  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  creditor's  interest  and  registering  a  lis  pendens,  to  pre- 
vent the  charge  from  being  thus  defeated.  See  Brisled  v.  Wilkins^ 
3  Hare,  235 ;  Watts  v.  Jefferyes,  3  Mac.  ^  Gor.  372 ;  Reece  v.  Taylor, 
5  De  Ges  4'  Sm.  480. 
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GERRARD  v.  BUTLER. 

May  26, 
T>  Y  the  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Where  there  is 

^     Mrs.  Fowler,  in  1788,  a  sum  of  3,000/.  was  pro-  an  absolute  ap- 

'  '  '  *         pomtment  to 

Tided  for  the  younger  children  of  the  marriage,  to  be  ^.,  an  object 

paid  at  such  times,  in  such  shares,  and  subject  to  such  foiioweSTby  a 

conditions  as   Mr.  Fowler  and    Mrs.  Fowler  jointly,  qualification 
«  .  -     ,  ,  ,      ,  .11     1       11  limiting  the 

or  the  survivor  of  them,  by  any  deed  or  will  should  interest  of  ^1. 

appoint;  and,  for  default  thereof,  then  to  be  equally  !^*I''®^!jr 

divided  amongst  such  children.  mainder  to 

persons  not 
objects  of  the 
On  the  6th  of  December,  1816,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Fowler  power,  the 

appointed  to  their  daughter  Elisabeth  one-sixth  of  the  void,  A.  tdses 

fund,  which  was  settled  by  her  marriage  settlement,  al>«>lutely, 

dated  the  7th  of  December,  1816,  upon  her  and  her  prior  appoint- 

husband,  successively  for  life,  and  after  the  death  of  the  "*t"gt«trix 

survivor,  upon  trust  for  all  their  children,  in  such  shares  havingapower 

as  they  or  the  survivor  of  them  should  appoint,  and  in  fon'Ttoher 

default  of  appointment  then  share  and  share  alike.  children,  ap- 

pointed it  in 
this  form : — 

Mrs.  Fowler  survived  her  husband,  and  by  her  will  ^^Udre^* J^ 

(after  mentioning  her  settlement  and  that  of  her  daughter  B.,  C.  and  D,, 

^izaheth)  she  appointed  two-sixths  of  the   fund   as  S^bf^^the 

fi>IIow9:    unto   and   equally   among    my  said  younger  trusts  of  her 

<^liildren,  Elizabeth   Gerrard,  Richard  Butler,  Sarah  tlemen^  and 

J^owler  and   William  Fowler,  the  shares  of  my  said  *?  ^  P«>^  ^ 

the  trustees 
^t€xughter  Elizabeth,  to  be  upon  such  trusts  as  are  declared  thereof.    A. 

^if  her  former  portion  in  her  said  marriage  settlement,  ^^^  i^"^ 

^nd  to  be  accordingly  paid  to  the  trustees  thereof  therein  marriage  set- 
w%^^^A  »  tlement  within 

'^^'»^-  the  power. 

Held,  that  she 

The  share  thus  appointed  to  Elizabeth  was  repre-  abtolutely. 

sented 


642 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1865. 


sented  by  a  sum  of  277/.  16«.  Id.  £3  per  Cents. 
Plaintiff,  who  was  the  legal  personal  representative  c: 
Elizabeth  Gerrardy  who  had  died  in  1839,  now  claime* 
the  fund. 


e 
of 


Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Wynney  for  the  Plaintiff.  Thei 
is,  in  the  first  instance,  a  valid  and  absolute  appoin 
ment  to  Elizabeth  Gerrard^  and  there  is  a  subsequei 
invalid  attempt  to  modify  the  gift,  which,  being  in  favoi 
of  grandchildren  and  beyond  the  power  of  the  testatri 
is  void.  The  prior  absolute  appointment  to  Elizi 
beth  remains ;  Ring  v.  Hardwick  (a) ;  and  her  repi 
sentative  is  therefore  entitled  to  the  fund. 


=re 
nt- 

=Dt 

-ur 
ix, 


Mr.  Carxfy  contrd.  In  Ring  v.  Hardwick,  and  simili 
cases,  there  was  an  absolute  gift,  in  the  first  instanc 
followed  by  an  attempt  to  control  it,  in  an  independei 
passage;  but  here  the  whole  appointment  and  i 
modification  are  contained  in  one  sentence,  and 
direction  that  the  appointed  fund  shall  be  subject 
the  trusts  of  the  settlement  forms  an  essential  portion 
the  gift  itself,  and  cannot  be  separated  from  it.  The  fu 
is  to  be  paid  to  the  trustees,  to  be  held  on  certain  trusts* 
this  makes  a  distinction  in  the  construction  of  sucTi 
gifts,  as  was  pointed  out  by  Lord  Cottenham  in  Lassence 
V.  Tierney  (i).  Lord  St,  Leonards  observes,  *'  we  shouIJ 
be  careful  how  to  apply  this  doctrine  ;  for  where  the 
absolute  apparent  gift  is  explained  to  be  only  a  hfe 
interest,  to  which  are  added  void  gifts,  we  might  be 
led  to  suppose,  that  a  gift  to  an  object  of  the  power 
for  life,  with  a  gift  over  to  his  children  not  objects  of  it, 
would  vest  the  absolute  property  in  the  object ;  which 
is  contrary  to  the  settled  rule." — Sugden  on  Powers  (c). 
The  result  is,   that  Mrs.  Gerrard  took  for   life   only. 

He 


(a)  2  Beav,  352. 

(6)  1  Mac,  4-  Gor.  p.  565. 


(c)  Vol.  2,  p.  74  (7th  edit) 
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He    referred  to  Kampf  y.  Jones  (a) ;    Peard  v.  Keke-        1866. 
t£ricA(b);    Chambers   v.    Brailsford(c)\    Holliday  v 
Overtcm  (d). 


Obbrard 

V. 
BUTLBR. 


Mr.  Osborne  and  Mr.  Biron,  for  other  parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

These  cases  depend  on  nice  distinctions,  and   one 
case  is  seldom  an  authority  for  another,  for  they  turn 
tnoch   on   the  particular  expressions  used.      I   think, 
however,  that  the  principle  which  governs  these  cases 
may  be  drawn  from  the  cases  of  Carver  v.   Bowles  (e); 
and    JRing  v.   Hardwick  (/).    The   question  is   this : 
whether   the  words   of  appointment  are   sufficient  to 
vest  the  property  in  the  objects  of  the  power  abso- 
lutely, with  a  superadded  condition  not  warranted  by 
the    power,  or  whether  the  superadded  terms  consti- 
tute an  essential  part  of  the  gift  itself.    Applying  the 
rule    to  this  case,  I  think  that  they  are  superadded 
^wordsy  and  not  words  forming  part  of  the  original  gift. 
The  direction  that  the  fund  shall  be  held  on  the  trusts 
of  the  daughter's  settlement  is  by  a  distinct  and  separate 
sentence  and  forms  no  part  of  the  gift  to  Mrs.  Gerrard.  If 
il  had  been, ''  I  direct  one-fourth  of  the  appointed,  fund 
t,€}  be  paid  to  the  trusteesof  the  settlement  of  my  daughter, 
Airs.  Gerrard,  upon  the  trusts  of  her  settlement,"  I 
should  not  have  doubted  that  the  appointment  was  to 
^.11  the  objects  of  that  settlement,  and  therefore  void,  ex- 
c^cpt  so  far  as  Mrs.  Gerrard  was  interested.     But  the 
'^ords  are  these : — ^The  remaining  two-thirds,  &c.,  I 
o.ppoint  unto  **  my  said  younger  children,  Elizabeth 

Gerrard, 

(«)  2  Keen,  756.  ((/)  14  Beav.  467. 

(6)  15  Beop.  166.  ( e)   2  Jltin.  4*  My/.  301. 

(c)  18  Fa.  368.  (/)  2  Beav.  352. 

VOL.  XX.  N  N 
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Oerrardj  Richard  Butler ^  Sarah  Fowler  and  WiUiam 
Fowler,*'    This  is  a  simple  appointment  amongst  these 
four  persons.    The  next  part  of  the  sentence,  "  the  share 
of  Elizabeth  to  be  upon  such  trusts,"  &c.,  &c.  clearly 
forms  no  part  of  the  appointment  to  her  other  three 
children,  and  therefore  forms  no  part  of  the  appointment 
amongst  the  four.    There  is  an  absolute  appointmen 
to  the  four,  and  the  testatrix  then  goes  on  to  say,  *^  th 
share  of  Elizabeth  to  be  upon  such  trusts,"  &c.     Whai 
share?   Why,  the  share  which  she  had  just  appointe 
to  be  held  on  the  trusts  of  her  settlement,  "  and  to  bea 
accordingly  paid  to  the  trustees  therein  named.'*     \^ 
appears  to  be  an  absolute  appointment,  with  a  super-p- 
added direction  in  what  manner  the  share  of  Elizabeth  s 
created   by  the   previous  appointment,  complete    anc^ 
perfect  in  itself,  is  to  be  held.     It  is  the  same  as  if  sh^ 
had  appointed  a   share  absolutely   to  Elizabeth,   an(^ 
then  added  a  direction,  that  it  was  for  her  for  life  an<^ 
afterwards  to  go  to  her  children ;  or  had  then  repeate<^ 
the  trusts  of  the  settlement,  limiting  the  fund  to  he 
husband  for  life,  and  afterwards  to  their  children, 
is  something  superadded  to  the  absolute  appointme; 
which  had  previously  taken  place. 


Il 

snl 


I  am  of  opinion,  in  this  case,  that  the  words  of  th 
appointment  are  sufficient  to  vest  the  share  in    her  a 
sohitely,  and  that  the  superadded  direction  is  one  whic 
cannot  be  maintained,  and  is  void.     The  result  is,  th 
the  legal  personal  representative  of  Mrs.  Oerrard 
entitled  to  the  fund. 


Note. — See  Stephens  v.  Gadsden^  ante,  p.  463. 
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//I  re  THOMSON.  May  23,  24, 

30. 
rilHE  Petitioner,  Mrs.  Lowe,  employed  Mr.  Thomson  On  payment 

•*•    as  her  solicitor,  from  July,  1863,  to  February,  1865,  °[j*  ^^f^y^^^ 

when  she  discharged  him  and  retained  other  solicitors,  is  entitled  to 

Mr.  Thomsons  bill.of  costs  being  paid,  he  handed  over  ^nJlteT"''" 

to   the  new   solicitors  the   deeds,  books,   papers  and  written  to  the 

writings  belonging  to  the  Petitioner,  except  the  original  J^ird  paitwi, 

letters  addressed  to  and  received  by  him  as  the  Peti-  *>"*  "ot  to 

,         ,.  .  ,       ,     .  1.1  11.     copies  of  letters 

tioner  s  solicitor,  and  relating  exclusively  to  her  busi-  written  by  the 

ness,  and  except  copies  of  letters  written  by  him  as  the  ?lK*^^'  |? 
Petitioner's   solicitor,  and   exclusively  relating  to  her  unless  they  are 
business,  which  copies  had  been  made  by  him  and  had  cfjent**'  ^  ^  * 
not  charged  for  in  his  bill  of  costs.     These  he  declined      &w6fc,  that 
to  deliver  up,  but  he  offered  to  furnish  copies  of  both  entitled  to  re- 
classes  of  letters  at  the  expense  of  the  Petitioner.    This  *®*"  }\^  ®"" 

■»»        T  ?'"*^  letters 

proposal  being  unsatisfactory  to  Mrs.  Lowe,  she  pre-  written  to  him 

sented  a  petition  for  the  delivery  up  of  these  letters  and  ^^  1»»  client 
copies,  and  which  she  alleged  were  important  to  her  in- 
terests. 

Mr.  Waller,  in  support  of  the  petition.  First,  the 
letters  written  to  the  solicitor  on  his  client's  affairs  were 
received  by  him  and  are  now  in  his  possession,  as  the 
solicitor  and  agent  of  his  client.  They  belong  therefore 
to  the  client,  and,  the  pecuniary  claims  of  the  solicitor 
being  fully  satisfied,  the  Petitioner  is  entitled  to  their 
possession.  Secondly,  the  copies  of  the  letters  written 
by  the  solicitor  were  made  in  the  usual  and  proper  dis- 
charge of  his  duty,  and  they  are  as  important  to  the 
client  as  the  original  letters  to  which  they  are  answers. 
They  belong  to  the  Petitioner  and  their  possession  is  es- 

N  N  2  seiitial 
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1856.        sential  in  order  to  understand  and  to  explain  the  cor- 
^^^"^^^      respondence  which  has  taken  place  relative  to  her  afikirs. 
Thomson.     They  form  part  of  her  documents,  and  it  would  be  a 
great  hardship  to  compel  her  to  pay  for  copies  of  docu- 
ments already  made. 

Mr.  Morgan^  contrd.  The  solicitor  has  the  property 
or  at  least  a  qualified  property  in  the  letters  sent  to 
him,  and  he  is  entitled  to  retain  possession  of  them ; 
Pope  V.  Curl  (a);  Gree  v.  Pr%tchard(b).  They  do  not 
belong  to  the  client  and  would  not  come  within  the 
terms  of  the  common  order  for  delivery  '*  upon  oath  of 
all  deeds,  &c.,  belonging  to  the  Petitioner. "^  As  to  the 
copies  of  the  letters  written  by  the  solicitor,  they  were 
made  in  his  letter  book,  for  his  own  protection  and  jus- 
tification, and  at  his  own  expense,  for  they  were  neither 
charged  for  in  the  bill  of  costs  nor  paid  for  by  the  client 
Charges  for  copies  of  such  letters  are  never  allowed  upon 
taxation.  If  the  client  requires  copies,  she  must  bear 
the  expense  of  making  them.  He  referred  to  an  unre- 
ported case  of  Ex  parte  JBosville,  before  Baron  Parke. 

Mr.  Waller,  in  reply.  As  to  the  copies  of  the  letters 
in  question,  the  petition  does  not  allege,  in  words,  that 
they  are  charged  for,  but  it  does  so  inferentially,  for  the 
copies  are,  in  fact,  taken  and  retained  solely  for  the 
benefit  of  the  client,  and  they  are  considered  and  paid 
for  in  the  charge  for  the  letters  themselves.  If  the 
solicitor  desires  copies  of  any  of  the  letters,  for  his  own 
purposes,  he  may  take  them  at  his  own  expense. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  at  present  of  opinion,  that  the  copies  of  letters 
written  by  the  solicitor  and  copied  in  his  own  letter 
book  cannot  be  ordered  to  be  given  up,  and  that  if  the 

client 
(a)  2  Atk.  342.  (6)  2  Stoantt,  415. 
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client  wants  copies  of  them,  she  roust  pay  for  themi  but 
as  to  the  original  letters,  I  shall  reserve  my  judgment. 


In  re 
Thomson. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  substance  said  : —  -*%  30. 

The  copies  made  by  the  solicitor  of  letters  written  by 
him  to  third  parties,  on  his  client's  business,  were  made 
for  his  own  benefit  and  protection,  and  were  neither 
charged  for  by  him,  nor  paid  for  by  his  client  If  there- 
fore the  client  requires  copies,  she  can  only  have  them 
on  the  terms  of  paying  for  them. 

Ho  question  arises  as  to  the  letters  from  the  client  to 
ber  solicitor,  but  my  impression  is,  that  the  solicitor 
^ould  be  entitled  to  retain  them. 

As  to  the  letters  written  to  the  solicitor  by  third 
parties,  relating  exclusively  to  the  client's  business,  I 
think  that  they  having  been  received  by  the  solicitor  as 
t.he  agent  of  the  client  she  is  entitled  to  have  them 
delivered  up  to  her.  My  decision  is  in  no  way  founded 
on  any  questions  of  copyright  or  qualified  ownership. 
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1866. 


June  9. 

The  testator 
gave  his  real 
and  personal 
estate,  on  trust 
to  raise  such  a 
sum  of  money, 
as  when  in- 
vested, the 
dividends 
would  realize 
the  clear  au- 
nual  sum  of 
200/.  a  year, 
and  to  pay 
such  dividends 
to  his  widow 
for  life,  and 
afterwards  to 
stand  pos- 
sessed of  the 
principal  or 
trust  monies  in 
trust  for  his 
brothers  and 
sister.     There 
was  a  gift  to 
the  same  per- 
son of  the  re- 
sidue, •'  after 
raising  there- 
out the  money 
sufficient  to 
reahze  the  an- 
nuity to  his 
wife."     On  a 
deficiency  of 
assets,  held, 
that  the  corput 
was  hable  to 
make  good  the 
widow's  an- 
nuity. 


In  re  BAKER. 
BAKER  V.  BAKER. 

npHE  testator  gave  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to 
his  brother,  Alfred  Bakery  upon  trust,  to  convert 
the  same  into  money,  and  stand  possessed  of  the  pro- 
ceeds, "  upon  trust  to  raise  thereout  and  invest  in  the 
parliamentary  stocks  or  funds  of  Great  Britain,  or  upon 
mortgage  or  other  good  security,  such  a  sum  of  money 
as,  when  so  placed  out  or  invested,  the  dividends  or  in- 
terest thereof  shall  realize  the  clear  annual  income  Oj 
200/.;  and  do  and  shall  pay  to,  or  permit  and  suffer  my 
said  wife,  Elizabeth,  to  take  and  receive  such  dividends, 
interest  or  annual  income,  by  two  half-yearly  payments, 
for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  provided 
she  shall  so  long  continue  my  widow,  but  not  otherwise. 
And  from  and  after  her  decease  or  second  marriage, 
whichever  shall  first  happen,  it  is  my  will  and  I  further 
declare,  that  in  case  1  shall  die  without  issue,  the  said 
trustee  shall  stand  possessed  of  the  said  principal  or 
trust  monies,  and  the  stocks,  funds  and  securities  in  or 
upon  which  the  same  shall  be  invested,  upon  trust  for 
himself  and  my  other  brothers,  Walter  Baker  and 
James  Baker,  and  my  sister,  Louisa,  the  wife  of  Thomas 
Grant,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions." 

There  was  a  residuary  clause  giving  the  residue  of  the 
trust  monies  arising  from  his  real  and  personal  estate 
and  effects  {after  raising  thereout  the  money  sufficient 
realize  the  annuity  for  his  said  wife),  to  the  testator'i 
brothers  and  his  sister. 


There 
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There  was  also  a  proviso,  that  in  case  the  testator  died  1866. 

leaving  issue,  the  bequests  to   his  brothers  and  sister  >^^v^^*^ 

should  be  void,  and    that  instead  thereof  his  children  Baker. 

should  take  the  trust  monies.  Baker 


In  this  suit,  the  accounts,  &c.,  were  taken  and  the 
only  available  residue,  when  invested  in  consols,  would 
only  produce  100/.  a  year.  There  were  some  outstand- 
ing assets  apparently  irrecoverable.  The  question  there- 
fore arose,  on  further  consideration  of  the  cause,  whether 
the  deficiency  of  the  200/.  a  year  ought,  or  ought  not, 
to  be  made  up  out  of  the  corpus  of  the  residue. 

Mr.  Shebbeare,  for  the  Plaintiff,  the  widow,  insisted, 
that  deficiency  of  the  inconie  to  meet  her  annuity  of 
200/.  a  year  ought  to  be  made  good  out  of  the  corpus  of 
the  residue.     He  relied  on  Wright  v.  Callender  (a). 

Mr.  J.  H.  Palmer,  for  the  Defendant,  argued,  that 
the  income  of  the  fund  was  alone  liable  to  pay  the 
annuity. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion,  that  this 
case  was  governed  by  Wright  v.  Callender,  and  that  he 
was  bound  to  follow  that  decision ;  he  declared,  therefore, 
that  Elizabeth  Baker  was  entitled,  during  her  life  or 
widowhood,  to  the  full  amount  of  the  annuity  of  200/. 
bequeathed  to  her,  and  to  have  the  difference  between 
that  sum  and  the  amount  of  the  dividends  arising  from 
the  residue  made  good  out  of  the  corpus  of  the  fund. 

(a)  2  De  G,  Mac,  ^  G.  652 ;  Run.  370  ;    Milh  v.    Drewitt, 

and  see  Uod^e  v.  Lewin^  1  Beav.  post,   p.   632,  and    Ingleman  v. 

431;  Swallow  v.SioalloWf  I  Beav.  Worthington^  V.  C.  Kindenleif, 

p.  432,  n. ;   May  v.  Bennett,  1  20th  Nov,,  1855. 

Note. — On  appeal  to  the  Lords  Justices,  they  differed  in  opinion, 
and  the  decision  was  affirmed.  An  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  is 
said  to  be  pending. 


V. 

Baker. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


STAEHLE  V.  WINTER. 

July  2y  3. 
J.  B,,  being      nHHlS  was  a  demurrer  to  a  bill,  praying  a  revivor, 
share^of  the  ^^^  effect  of  the  statements  in  the  present  bill,  which 

produce  of  a      get  out  at  length  the  original  bill,  was  as  follows : — 
testatrix  8  real  ^ 

and  personal 

t^ted 'a^^^for      ^^^i^f  ^^^  wife  of  Frederick  Lesinger,  was  entitled 

its  recovery       to  one-fourth  of  the  produce  of  the  residuary  real  and 

a'decr^"        personal  estate  of  Mrs.  Warren  flastings.     In   1854, 

C.  D.  aftei^      Frederick  Lesinger  and  Matilda  his  wife  instituted  a 
wards  filed  a..,.^  .,  ii-* 

bill  of  revivor    ^^^^  >"  ^^^^  Court  against  the  executors  and  devisees  m 

and  supple-      trust,  for  an  account  and  pavment  of  their  share.     In 

ment,  stating  ,  rr-    "  i 

that  A,  B.  was  that  cause  ( Lesinger  v.  Winter)  a  decree  was  made  on 

SS,*Lid  ^^^  '^^^  of  March,  1856,  whereby  "  divers  accounts  and 

that  by  a  inquiries  were  directed,"  but  the  decree   had  not  yet 

Court  there       ^^^^  prosecuted,  and   it  omitted  to  direct  any  account 

he  had  been      of  the  monies  produced  from  the  sale  of  the  said  real 
appointed  n     t         •     i  r     i  •     i 

**  curator  bo-     estates,   or  of  the   tiuiber   thereon,   or  of    the   timber 

direcT*d  t"^      ^^^  ^'   P^'^^  ^"^  down,  as  prayed  by  the  4th  and  6th 
in  the  pro-        paragraphs  of  the  prayer, 
perty  for 
A.  B.'$  cre- 
ditors.   The  Some  part  of  the  said  share  or  inheritance  of  the  said 

revivor,  and      Matilda  Lesinger  had  been  paid    under   the  directions 

liberty  to  pro-    of  this  Court  to  the  said  Matilda  Lesinger  or  her  hus- 

secute  the  ^ 

original suit,for  band. 

payment  and 

additional 

relief.    ^  ge-        The  said    Defendants,  Frederick   Lesinger  and  Ma- 

was  allowed,      tilda  his  wife,  are  now  and  always  have  been  resident 

on  the  ground   and  domiciled  at  Stuttgard,  in  the  kincrdom  of  Wurtetn- 

that  the  relief     .  .  •    j     i  ,  ,  • 

thus  prayed       o^rg,  and  were  married  there,  and  are  subject  to  the 

obtofncd^b  ^^    jurisdiction  of  the  Royal  Town  Court  of  Stuitgard,  and, 

original  bill,      by  the  laws  of  Wurtemberg,  the  share  or  inheritance  of 

Matilda 
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M^xtiJda  Lesinger  is  subject  to  the  payment  of  divers 
charges  and  debts,  and  the  Royal  Town  Court  of  Sfti^^- 
gar^  is  the  proper  and  most  convenient  forum  for  the 
administration  and  disposal  of  the  said  shares  or  inhe- 
rita.nce  according  to  due  course  of  law. 

By  a  decree  or  order  of  the  Royal  Town  Court  of 
Stt£e^ardf  upon  a  report  duly  made  of  the  state  of  the 
debtLS  of  Frederick  Lesinger  and  his  wife,  and  which 
decree  or  order  is  dated  the  17th  o(  March,  1866,  the 
I*l3.iKiti£f  was  duly  appointed  provisional  curator  bano^ 
*"•*»•,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  thereby  directed  to  take  pro- 
ceedings in  London f  so  that  the  said  inheritance  belong* 
^^S  to  the  said  Matilda  Lesinger  should  be  placed  at 
^^^  disposal  of  the  Town  Court  of  Stuttgard,  or  at 
*^^^tt:,  so  that  the  same  should  not  be  paid  to  Matilda 
'^^'^i^iger,  or  to  any  person  by  her  order,  until  it  should 
"^"v-^i  been  shewn  that  the  creditors  have  been  satisfied  ; 
^^  by  the  said  decree  or  order  to  which  the  Plaintiff 
^^^^'V'cs  leave  to  refer,  or  by  a  proper  translation  thereof, 
^ill    appear." 

^ij  a  further  decree  of  the  Town  Court  of  Stutt- 
^^^d,  dated  the  2nd  day  of  May  last  past,  the  Plaintiff 
^^^^  absolutely  appointed  curator  bonorum  of  the  said 
pro  j^grty,  and  was  directed,  forthwith,  to  take  the  neces- 
s^ir^  steps  to  call  in  the  said  inheritance  which  had 
^^"^^rted  to  Matilda  lesinger,  for  the  security  of  the 
^*'^^itors,and  to  receive  and  bring  the  same  under  the 
^^^^^rol  of  the  Town  Court  of  Stuttgard,  as  the  com- 
■^^^nt  Court  for  the  administration  thereof,  as  by  the 

^••^    last-mentioned   decree,    or   a  proper   translation 

*^^«*eof,  will  appear. 

*^he  bill  prayed, 

**  1.  That  the  suit  and  proceedings  in  Lesinger  v. 

Winter 
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1866. 


Winter  might  be  revived,  and  stand  in  the  same  pligW^  \i[ 
and  condition  as  the  same  were  prior  to  the  Plaint.  .^  ifl 
being  appointed  such  curator  bononim,  or  assignee  s-  as 

aforesaid. 


"  2.  That  the  Plaintiff  might  beat  liberty  to  carry 
and  prosecute  the  said  suit  and  proceedings  as  direct 
by  the  decree,  or  as  the  Plaintiff  might  be  advised, 
respect  of  the  produce  of  the  sale  of  the  real  esta 
and  of  the  timber  and  fir  poles. 

"  3.  That  the  share  of  Matilda  Leringer  might  be  pi 
to  the  Plaintiff,  or  otherwise  placed  at  the  disposal 
the  Town  Court  of  Stuttgard,  or  otherwise  that  the 
might  not  be  paid  to  Lesinger  and  wife,  until  the  e: 
cutors,  who  had  charges  thereon,  according  to  the  \\ 
of  Wurtemberg^  had  been  duly  satisfied." 

The  executors  and  Lesinger  and  wife,  when  witi 
the  jurisdiction,  were  made  Defendants  to  this  bill. 

The  executors  demurred  for  want  of  equity. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Bevir,  in   support  of  the 
murrer.     First,  the  Plaintiff  has  no  locus  standi  acco 
ing  to  his  own  statement.     He  alleges  that  he  is  cura 
bonorumy  an  office  unknown  to  and  unrecognized  by  1 
English  law.     He  does  not  state  that  he  is  assignee^ 
that  any  title  whatever  is  vested  in  him,  except  the  da 
ofreceiving  the  produce  of  the  suit.  He  is  a  mere  receiw 
and  even  as  an  incumbrancer  pendente  lite,  a  com 
stop  order  is  all  that  he  is  entitled  to.     Secondly,  i\m 
is  no  abatement  or  defect  in  the  original  suit,  and  th» 
is  nothing  to  justify  a  bill  either  of  supplement  on 
vivor ;  even  if  there  were,  then,  by  the  statute  15  fc^ 
Vict,  c.  86,  8. 62,  the  impeifection  ought  to  be  cureci 


in 
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an  order  of  course.  Thirdly,  as  to  the  alleged  omission  1865. 
with  respect  to  the  timber  in  the  decree,  which  is  set  out 
in  the  billy  it  can  only  be  remedied  by  rehearing  or  by 
bill  of  review,  in  which  case  the  leave  of  the  Court  b 
necessary.  Lastly,  Lesinger  and  wife,  who  are  resident 
at  the  same  place  as  the  Plaintiff,  are  not  properly  made 
parties ;  process  is  merely  prayed  against  them  when  they 
shall  come  within  the  jurisdiction ;  they  ought  to  be 
served. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Haigy  contrd.  Any  person 
obtaining  a  charge  or  incumbrance  on  a  property  has  a 
right  to  file  a  bill  to  enforce  it,  even  pendente  lite.  The 
office  of  curator  bonorum  is  well  known  :  he  is  an  as- 
signee, and  in  that  character  is  entitled  to  the  future 
conduct  of  the  debtor's  suit.  The  Court  construes  a 
foreign  instrument  by  its  plain  import;  The  King  of 
Spain  V.  Machado  {a) ;  and  the  answer  of  the  Defendant 
will  more  clearly  shew  its  proper  construction.  The 
law  of  the  domicil  of  Lesinger  and  wife  regulates  their 
rights;  Story  $  Confl,  (6);  and  the  bill  shews,  that  the 
Plaintiff  now  properly  represents  them  according  to  the 
law  of  Stuttgard.  The  Plaintiff  is  at  least  entitled  to 
relief  respecting  the  timber,  and  if  that  be  so,  the  general 
demurrer  to  the  whole  relief  cannot  be  supported. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  do  not  think  that  this  bill  can  be  sustained.  The 
case  alleged  by  the  bill  is  that  some  change  in  the  in- 
terest of  the  Plaintiff  has  taken  place.  The  Plaintiffs  to 
the  original  bill  were  entitled  to  one-fourth  of  the  resi- 
duary estate  of  the  testatrix.  This  bill  alleges,  that  by 
the  foreign  law,  the  creditors  of  the  husband  and  wife 
are  entitled  to  have  a  charge  on  it,  and  that  the  Plaintiff 

is 
(a)  4  Rusi.  225.  (6)  Sect.  376. 


Staehle 

V. 
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1855.        IS  appointed  by  the  Court  of  Siuttgard  curator  honorfm, 
to  enforce  payment  of  the  charge :  that  appeare  to  be  tbe 
fair  effect  of  the  allegations  of  the  bill.     I  must  tbere- 
WiNTER.      fore  look  on  the  Plaintiff  in  the  light  of  a  person  hafing 
a  charge  on  the  share  of  the  residuary  legatee;  bat  I  do 
not  know  a  case»  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  a  person, 
having  obtained  pendente  lite  a  charge  on  a  residue, 
may  file  a  bill  to  revive  or  to  amend  the  decree  already 
made  and  make  the  charge  available.    If  the  money  be  in 
Court,  the  usual  course  is  to  obtain  a  stop  order  against 
payment  of  any  part  of  it  to  the  Plaintiff  without  notice. 
If  the  fund  be  not  in  Court,  the  usual  practice  is  togife 
notice  to  the  trustees  not  to  pay  it  to  anybody;  and  if 
there  is  reason  to  apprehend  that  the  trustee  will  not 
act  on  that  notice,  it  is  undoubtedly  in  the  power  of 
the  person  who  has  obtained  a  chaise  to  file  a  bill  to 
enforce  his  security  and  have  benefit  of  any  decree  in  the 
suit.     But  that  this  must  be  an  original  bill,  in  the  strict 
sense,  appears  from  what  is  stated  by  Lord  Redesdak{a\ 
He  says: — "  If  a  sole  Plaintiff,  suing  in  his  own  right, 
is  deprived  of  his  whole  interest  in  the  matters  in  ques- 
tion by  an  event  subsequent  to  the  institution  of  a  suit, 
as  in  the  case  of  a  bankrupt  or  insolvent  debtor,  whose 
whole  property  is  transferred  to  assignees,  or  in  case 
such  a  Plaintiff  assigns  his  whole  interest  to  another,  tbe 
Plaintiff  being  no  longer  able  to  prosecute  for  want  of 
interest,  and  his  assignees  claiming  by  a  title  which  way 
be  litigated,  the  benefit  of  the  proceedings  cannot  be 
obtained  by  a  supplemental  bill,  but  must  be  sought  by 
an  original  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  supplemental  bill.'* 
Here  the  bill,  if  any,  ought  to  be  an  original  bill,  and 
should  pray  the  benefit  of  the  former  proceedings. 

If  I  were  to  overrule  this  demurrer  I  should  be  holding 

that 

(a)  Pages  65,  98  (4th  edit) 
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tha.^  a  bill  of  reyit or  and  supplement  might  be  instituted, 
vkfttcw  deeree,  where  the  whole  interest  of  the  Plaintiff  has 
be^n  pmiied  with.  If  that  be  not  allowed,  it  cannot  be 
allo^wed  where  the  transfer  is  partial. 

*^A.llow  the  demurrer. 


FINCH  r.  SHAW. 
COLYER  V.  FINCH. 


Jufy  3. 
T  the  hearing  of  the  causes,  on  the  18th  of  July,  j^^  ^^^ 

"   1864  (a),  a  decree  for  foreclosure  was  made  in  the  pointed  for  re- 

**«"«t  suit,  and  the  second  was  dismissed  with  costs.    The  ii^i^^^on  "" 

^^cree  was  passed  on  the  Slst  of  October  following,  and  terms,  pending 
^">    ,  an  appeal  to 

^-^^^^Sftff  having  enrolled   the  decree,    appealed   to  the  the  Houbc  of 

^ouse  of  Lords  on  the  14th  of  December.     It  now  stood  ^®'^*^- 

^  ^   in  the  list,  and  there  was  no  prospect  of  its  being 

^^B^  the  present  session  of  Parliament.     The  account 

*^H  been  taken  in  chambers,  and  a  day  appointed  for  pay- 

^^^Ot«    It  was  now  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant 

^■*^i^fiir,  thftt  the  time  appointed  to  redeem  might  be 

^^l^rged,  until  ten  days  after  his  appeal  to  the  House  of 

"^^1^8  had  been  heard  and  judgment  given  thereon. 

It  appeared  that  Finch  was  in  poor  circumstances, 
'^ing  on  monies  borrowed  on  the  security  of  the  pro- 
f^^ty ;  and  it  was  sworn,  and  not  contradicted,  that  if  the 
*^Otiey  were  paid,  it  would  never  be  recovered  back  from 
f^^Kiciy  in  the  event  of  the  decision  on  the  Appeal  being 
^^  the  Appellant's  favour. 

Air.  C.  Hall  and  Mr.  Mott,  in  support  of  the  motion. 

Mr. 


V 


(a)  19  Bern.  500. 
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Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Osborne,  contra.  Monhhom 
V.  Corporation  oi  Bedford  {a)]  Way  v.  Foy  (b)\  The 
Mayor  &c.  of  Gloucester  v.  Wood{c)\  Sturge  y, 
Sturge  (jd) ;  Seton  on  Decrees  (« )  were  cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

My  only  doubt  has  been  as  to  the  costs  of  the  suit  I 
think  I  must  order  Colyer  to  pay  into  Court  the  principal 
and  interest  found  dueon  the  mortgage  security  (AJb5^l\ 
I  must  then  direct  it  to  be  invested,  and  the  dividends 
to  be  paid  to  Finch,  on  his  undertaking  to  repay  them 
if  the  decree  should  be  reversed,  and  Colyer  most  at 
once  pay  the  costs  of  suit  and  of  this  application. 
Thereupon  I  will  enlarge  the  time  to  redeem  until  the 
1st  oi  June,  1866,  with  liberty  to  apply. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  the  investment  must  be  at  the  risk  of 
Colyer. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.— That  must  be  so(/). 


(a)  17  Vet.  380. 
(6)  18  r«.  452. 
(c)  3  Hart,  150. 
{d)  2  Ha// ^  rir.  469. 
(e)  Page   142,    Itt  edit. 
182,  2nd  edit. 


if)  Broughton  v.  Pitckfcri,^ 
Madd.  295;  Taylor  w,  Woten,\ 
MvL  4  Cr.  266 ;  and  Bridgp^  t. 
Wickens,  V.  C.  Simai,  3  Dec, 
1855 
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MARRIOTT  V.  TURNER. 

Jti/y4. 
^I^HE  testator,  after  certain  devises,  &c.,  devised  the  a  testator  de- 
residue  of  his  real  estate  to  a  trustee  in  fee,  in  trust  V^^  '^\^ 

'  ^     sidue  of  bis 

to  a<^cuniulate  the  rents  ''  until  such  time  as  one  of  his  real  estate  to  a 

gi^i:^c3sons  thereinafter  named  should  attain  the  age  of  ^^^"/oT'his" 

twenty-one  years,"  and  to  apply  such  accumulated  fund  grandsons  at- 

>tt    tVie  manner  thereinafter  directed;  and  in  case  his  q^^,  and  in 

P^ticJson,  Thomas  Hyde  Marriott,  should  live  to  attain  case  his  grand- 

..  '  ^  ,  son  Ihomas&t- 

^    age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  the  testator  directed  tained  twenty- 

•iis  trustee  and  his  heirs  to  stand  seised  of  his  residuary  ^^y'^rm^^tb^ 

^al  estates,  in  trust  to  pay  the  future  rents  and  profits  future  rents." 

tl^erecf  to   the    Defendant,    Thomas   Hyde  Marriott,  S^t£  wm?"^ 

^^rtng  his  life,  with  remainder  to  his  eldest  son  who  trustee  the  re- 

saoixld  attain  twenty-one,  and  in  default  to  his  grand-  personal  estate 

^*^   Joshua  Marriott.  to  accumulate 

until  one  of 
his  grandsons 
^  attained 

*^nd  he  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  twenty-one; 

^    Uie  same  trustee,  in  trust,  "  until  one  of  his  said  ^^.^^u^^^ 

B'^tjdgons  attained  twenty-one,"  to  accumulate.     And  "  the  aggre- 

^  directed  his  trustee  to  stand  possessed  of  the  residue  residue  of  his 

^*    1^18  personal  estate,  and  the  accumulations  thereof,  pe"onal  estate 
^       -J  ■  and  its  accu- 

^ct   Q]gQ  of  the  accumulated  fund  to  be  produced  from  mulations  and 

^^^    i-ents  and  profiU  of  his  residuary  real  estates,"  in  Jons"!^" Ih?*" 

''^^t.  to  pay  the  dividends,  interest  and  proceeds  of  the  rents  to  his 

^S^'^gate  amount  of  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate,  ^lomM^ from 

^^^     of  such  accumulation  as  aforesaid,  unto   Thomas  and  after  his 

i^**^  Marriott,  from  and  after  his  attainment  to  the  twenty-one. 

*S^   of  twenty-one  years,  during  his  life,"  and  after  his  •'^'^T*?"* 

decease  three  years 
a  J  between  the 

^/^l^  grandson  and  Thomas  attaining  twenty-one.     Held,  that  the  rents  during  that 
^^"^di  were  undisposed  of  and  passed  to  the  heir  at  law. 
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decease  to  pay  the  principal  of  the  residue  of  bis  {^^-  ^^^t« 
sonal  estate  and  of  such  accumulations  as  aforesaid^^  Xo 

the  eldest  or  only  son  of  the  body  of  Thomas  H^^g^^^e 
Marriott. 


The  testator  died  in  1837.  Joshua^  the  eldest  grai 
son,  attained  twenty-one  in  August^  1847,  and 
attained  twenty-one  three  years  after,  viz.,  in  Aug^ 
1860. 


Mr.  22.  Palmer i  for  the  heir  at  law.  The  eldest  grao< 
son  attained  twenty-one  three  years  before  Thomas  a 
tained  a  vested  interest.  The  rents,  therefore,  durio 
the  interval  of  three  years,  are  undisposed  of  and  belong 
to  the  heir.  The  rule  is  different  as  to  the  persona 
estate.  He  referred  to  In  re  Drakeletfs  Estate  (a) 
Cunningham  v.  Murray  (Jb). 


Mr.  Prendergast,  for  a  granddaughter. 


Mr.  Freeling,  for  Turner. 


Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  WickenSy  for  Thomas  H.  Mar- 
riott ^  contra.  The  intention  of  the  testator  was  mani- 
festly the  same  both  as  regards  the  real  and  personal 
estate,  and  it  is  admitted,  that  as  to  the  personal 
estate,  the  intermediate  income  passed;  the  same 
result  must,  therefore,  follow  as  to  the  rents  of  the  real 
estate  during  the  three  years.  The  real  and  personal 
estate  are  here  blended  together,  and  the  *^  aggregate 
amount^*  is  given ;  the  case,  therefore,  fells  within  the 
authority  of  Genery  v.  Fitzgerald  Kc),  where  the  residue 

of 


^  ^ 


(a)  19  Beav.  395. 

{b)  I  DeG.^  Sm.  366. 


(c)  Jacob,  468. 


Marriott 

V. 
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oF  x-eal  and  personal  was  given  to  the  eldest  of  three  1855. 
children  who  should  attain  twenty-one;  and  it  was 
helc3^  that  the  intermediate  rents  and  profits  of  the  real 
es^c^te  passed,  as  well  as  the  interest  of  the  personalty.  Turner. 
Ag-si^iD,  the  whole  fee  is  given  to  the  trustee,  which  shews, 
th^^  the  testator  did  not  intend  to  die  intestate.  The 
int,^»tion  of  the  words,  ''until  such  time  as  one  of  my 
grandsons  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,"  is, 
ui^'t:!]  one  shall  become  entitled  in  possession,  under  the 
Bi^ibsequent  gift,  and,  in  the  event  which  has  happened, 
th^^  refer  to  Thomait  attaining  twenty-one,  in  which 
<^^s^  there  will  be  no  interval  or  intermediate  period. 

IVlr.  Humphreys,  for  John  Marriott.  "  Future  rents" 
*^ea.n  all  those  accruing  subsequent  to  the  eldest  grand- 
^OE^    attaining  twenty-one. 


^lu  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I    think  these  rents  are  undisposed  of.    I  cannot  arrive 

^^  ^lie  conclusion,  that  the  testator  has  made  a  disposition 

^^  ^hem,  without  introducing  some  words  into  the  will 

^*^cl  re-modelling  and  qualifying  the  expressions  used  by 

***i«  The  words  "  until  one  of  his  grandsons  thereinafter 

^^Jcied  should  attain  twenty-one"  cannot  be  a  description 

^*   ^  ny  particular  grandchild,  but  means  any  one  of  them 

^•^^.ining  twenty-one.    The  testator  says,  in  case  Thomas 

^*^Ould  live  to  attain  twenty-one,  then  the  trustee  shall 

^^y  him  "  the  future  rents."    These  cannot  be  future  to 

^^  brother  attaining  twenty-one,  but  must  be  future  or 

*^^r  hiiB  own  attaining  that  age.    It  would  be  contrary 

^^  Snmmar  and  construction  to  say  it  refers  to  rents  three 

y^^rg  prior  to  his  becoming  entitled.    The  testator  has 

^•^^  an  interval  between  the  elder  grandson's  attaining 

twenty-one 

^OL.  XX.  O  O 
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Marriott 

V. 

Turner. 


twenty-one  and  the  younger  becoming  entitled,  daring 
which  the  rents  are  undisposed  of.  He  might  have  intro- 
duced words  which  would  have  given  these  rents  to  the 
grandson  Thomas^  but  I  am  of  opinion,  that  I  am  not  at 
liberty  to  introduce  any  such  words. 


Though  no 
assignment 
can  be  made  of 
the  reversion- 
ary interest  of 
a  married 
woman,  so  as 
to  bind  her,  in 
the  event  of 
the  death  of 
her  husband 
in  her  life- 
time, and 
before  it  falls 
into  posses- 
sion, yet  a 
perfect  con- 
veyance may 
be  made  by 
her  and  her 
husband, 
under  the 
Fines  and  Re- 
coveries Act, 
of  a  reversion- 
ary interest  in 
the  produce  of 
real  estate  di- 
rected to  be 
sold. 


TUER  V.  TURNER. 

rriHE  testator  (a),  after  providing  for  his  widow, 
ordered,  after  the  decease  of  Barbara  Bell,  his 
widow,  "  all  his  property  and  effects  to  be  sold,  and 
the  money  accruing  out  of  the  same  to  be  disposed 
of  in  manner  following :" — he  then,  in  efi*ect,  gave  one- 
eighth  of  "  the  whole  of  his  then  personal  property"  to 
Sarah  Tuer,  afterwards  the  wife  of  William  £lliott. 


The  testator  died  in  1830. 
personal  estate. 


He  had  real  as  well  as 


In  December,  1836,  William  Elliott  and  Sarah  his 
wife,  by  deed  of  lease  and  release,  duly  acknowledged 
under  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act  (ft),  conveyed  to 
Hugh  Elliott  all  that  one-eighth  of  Sarah  Elliott  in 
the  hereditaments  and  premises  devised  by  the  will. 

William  Elliott  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator's 
widow,  and  she  died  in  1852,  leaving  Sarah  Elliott 
surviving  her,  whereupon  the  real  estates  became  sale- 
able.   The  simple  question  was,  whether  the  conveyance 

of 
(a)  See  same  case,  18  Beav.  185.     (6)  3  &  4  Will,  4,  c.  74,  s.  77. 
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of      "^lie  reversionary  interest  was  valid  as  against  Mrs. 


r.  Hobhouse  for  the  trustees. 


[r.  Shebbeare  for  Sarah  Elliott.    It  is  clearly  settled, 

tl'B  ^  *fc  the  assignment  by  a  married  woman  and  her  hus- 

b^  KTB  <d  of  a  reversionary  interest  in  a  chose  in  action  is 

u*^s^  ^wailing  against  her  if  she  happens  to  survive  her 

h  ^Ja  ss  fcand.     Here  the  testator's  real  estate  was,  by  his 

w"  i  1  1  ^  imperatively  "  ordered"  to  be  sold,  and  was  thereby 

c*^>  ^^^  "^^erted,  out  and  out,  into  personalty.    The  interest 

^*^       ^^Mrs.  Elliott  was  therefore  a  reversionary  interest  in 

P^**^onal  estate  expectant  on  the  death  of  the  tenant  for 

"*^^^    and  it  is  so  treated  by  the  testator,  who  disposes  of 

1^     'S^-^  "  the  whole  of  my  then  personal  property."    This 

''^^^^irest,  therefore,  was  not  assignable  by  her  under 

^™  ^      provisions  of  the  Abolition  of  Fines  and  Recoveries 

A-^:^t    <3  &  4  TFi«.  4,  c.  74).    The  Vice-Chancellor  iSTiityA^ 

•^^^^^t^ctf,  in  Hobby  v.  Collins{a),  was  of  that  opinion.     He 

^^-"^^^   "It  appears  to  me  doubtful,  at  least,  whether 

^*"  ■^^.  Hughes*  right  to  her  250/.  will  be  affected  by  what 

^^      been  done,  if  she  shall  become  a  widow  in  her 

'^^'^^^  tier's  lifetime.     The  point  is  not  new  to  me,  as  I 

^^^^  had  occasion  more  than  once  to  think  of  it:"  and 

.  ^       directed  the  fund  to  be  paid  into  Court,  and  the 

^^^^rae  only  paid  to  the  married  woman.    As  the  pro- 

^^*"^y  here  is  personal  and   reversionary,  and  did  not 

*  *      into  possession  pending  the  coverture,  the  assign- 

^^^t  of  it  is  not  binding  on  Mrs.  Elliott. 

•^'Ir.  Bagshawe,  junior,  for  the  representative  of  the 

^^gnee.     The  question  is  not  whether,  in  equity,  this 

^1    estate  is  converted  into  personalty  or  whether  it  is 

reversionary 

(a)  4  De  G.  4^  Sm.  293. 

oo2 


V 


WW 


^  CA98a  IN  CBilNCERT,  ^M 

|||§|^,  lew^omi^t  loriUiw  is  admitted,  but  the  real  point 
this ;  whether  the  Fmes  and  Recoveries  Act  enables 
mani^  woman  to  dispose  of  It!  The  77th  sect! 
T^j^a^  authorizes  her  to  dispose  of  any  estate  "  which  s 
alone,  or  she  and  her  husband  in  her  rights  may  ha 
in  liny  IfM^s  of  fny  tomire.".  By  thia  iotaqit^iif 
cli^Wi«<<l)a  the  word  ^^tate"  is  viadQ  to  e^twd  ** 
any  ^^tJ^  ia  eqi^i^  us  woU  «s  at  li^w/'  wd  t0.  ^ 
ili^eruH,  obftrg^y  Vm  or  ipcumbinaiH:^  in,  fskpom  oriitoti 
lai|d9,  ei(^  at  )»w  QT  ia  ctqpity."  The  p^uoa  nff  4 
^al^  9f  1^  <;fl6irlgr  c^oiei^  withia  (bis  tiffiiiitiw^ 

la  il^f. J¥iyi^(A>  a,  married  womao^  being  mHH 
to  a  iil^s^  of  tb^  propoede  of  real  estate  ^neet^df  te^ 
fQld»  iwifd  with  b#r  bii»bw4  ia  asaigniBg  and  ^igp 
atfie  of  her  abar&^amortigQgee,  and  it  waa  bdA,  1^1 
sbe  was  bftri)ed  of  her  eqvMty  to  a  settlemeat.  Tbel?ii 
%x^  {tecoreri^ti  Act  is  ai^y  a  sabstii^ta  for  tibe  Afn 
mode  of  passing  a  married  woman's  estate  and  inlerost 
land,  and  does  not  narrow  but  rather  extends  her  rig 
of  disposition.  It  gives  her  a  power  to  dispose  of  Ian 
of  any  tenure,  of  money  to  be  invested  in  lands,  a 
any  estate  or  interest  in  lands  either  at  law  or  ka  equi 

Now  so  long  as  the  land  is  unsold  the  act  applies^  i 
it  is  an  equitable  interest  in  Mrs.  Elliott,  Hobby 
Collins  was  a  surprise  upon  the  profes^n,  and  is  incc 
sistent  with  Briggs  v.  Chamberlaine  (c),  where  a  teslal 
gave  real  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  sell  and  to  p 
the  proceeds  to  the  children  of  A.  B^  upon  the  yoangi 
child  attaining  twenty-one.  One  of  the  children, 
married  woman,  with  her  husband,  mortgaged  her  sht 
and  interest  by  a  deed  duly  acknowledged  pursuant 

tl 

(tf)  Sect  1.  (c)  23  Law  Joum.  (CA.)  635. 

(6)  4  Sim.  360. 
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the  Tines  and  Recoveries  Act,  it  was  held,  that  the 
intev^est  of  the  married  woman  passed  by  the  mortgage. 
He  oited  Forbes  v.  Adams  (a) ;  Sugden's  Real  Prop. 
8t€M£.  (ft);   1  Jarman  on  Wills  {c). 

M[r.  Shebbeare,  in  reply. 

jTTke  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  must  follow  the  later  decision.  The  right  to  the 
pv'^Kreeda  of  land  directed  to  be  sold  certainly  gives  a 
''^ar^ed  woman  an  equitable  interest  in  the  land. 

I  naust  follow  the  decision  of  Vice-Chancellor  Wood, 
^W'Ho  seems  to  have  decided  the  case  of  Briggs  v.  Cham^ 
^^'^faiw  after  he  had  taken  time  to  consider  the  decision 
'■^  -Cro%  V.  Collins. 

Co)  9  Sim.  462.  {b)  Page  240.  (c)  Page  538. 


OLDFIELD  V.  COBBETT. 


TJuty  10,  11. 
He  Defendant,  Cobbetl,  was  the  executor  of  his  The  Plaintiff 
father.    The  Plaintiff,  a  creditor,  instituted  this  suit  |."'dfto«^  g^j^ 
S^inst  him,  on  behalf,  &c.,  for  the  administration  of  the  against  the 
^tnte;  and,  on  motion  before  decree  (27th  of  August,  estate  was  ac- 

^SS),  the   Defendant  was   restrained,  by  injunction,  cordingly  ad- 
'  «  ministered, 

from  and  a  decree 
f^  was  made  on 

^eK  ^^  dinsetions.  The  executor  afterwards  brought  actions  against  the  Plaintiff,  for 
^  ***•  alleged  to  be  due  from  him  to  the  testator,  which  the  Court  restrained  by  injunc 
Yj^**«  ^  The  Plaintiff  having  died,  the  Defendant  moved,  that  the  suit  might  be  revived 
.j^[_«i«  representatives,  or,  in  default,  that  the  injunctions  might  be  dissolved.  The 
■^^^^^^ding  was  held  irregular,  and  the  motion  was  refused  with  costs. 


V 
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from  getting  in  the  personal  estate  and  effects  of  t.^ 
testator,   and   a  receiver   was   appointed.      The   usa^n 
decree  was  afterwards  made  for  the  administration 
the  estate,  and  (as  it  was  stated)   the  injunction  si 
receiver  were  thereby  continued.     The  Master  made 
report.     Exceptions  were  taken  thereto,   which   w  < 
overruled,  and  a  decree  on  further  directions  was  me 
in  1841,  but  the  injunction  and  receiver  were  not  there 
continued  (a). 


The  Defendant  Cobhett  afterwards  brought  an  acft.i^^5on 
against  the  Plaintiff  Oldjield,  to  recover  5,000/.,  whm^HBBch, 

as  he  alleged,  was  due  from  the  Plaintiff  to  the  testate )r8 

estate.     On  the  7th  of  June^  1842,  an  injunction  "^T^^vas 
granted  to  restrain  the  action  (a).    The  Defendant  re- 

peated the  same  proceedings,  and  a  further  injunct  ~-^on 
was  granted  on  the  28th  of  Jw/y,  1843  (6). 

The  Plaintiff  Oldjield  afterwards  died. 

The  Defendant,  in  person,  now  moved,  that  the  in- 

junction granted  'on  the  7th  of  June,  1842,  and    "t       hat 
granted  on  the  28th  of  July^  1843,  might  be  dissol  'v- — ed, 
unless  the  suit  should  be  revived  by  his  representatk      ^'^s 
within  such  time  as  the  Court  should  appoint.     He  o5-     ^^^ 
Lee  V.  Lee  (r) ;  DanieVs  Prac.  (d). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  will  give  judgment  to-morrow. 


JulyU. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  authorities  cited  in  support  of  this  motion  are     ^"' 

applical>  *^' 


(a)  5  Beao.  132. 
(6)  6  Beav,  515. 


(c)  1  Hare,  617. 

((/)  Page  1427  (2nd  edit.) 


Oldfield 

V. 
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applicable ;  this  is  quite  a  different  case.    Here  a  decree        1866. 

was  made  for  the  administration  of  the  testator's  estate ; 

and  it  appears,  by  the  report  of  the  Master,  which  is  now 

before  me,  that  the  decree  continued  the  injunction  to     Cobbbtt, 

resfrain  the  Defendant  from  collecting  the  assets,  and 

the  Receiver.    The  order  was,  therefore,  made  by  the 

decree.     Subsequently   to  that,   Mr.  Cohbett  brought 

in  action  against  Oldfield^  and   an  application  being 

made  to  this  Court  (a),  Lord  Langdale  said,  ''  He  had 

DO  hesitation  in  granting  an  injunction."     This  order 

was  affirmed  on  appeal  by  the  Lord  Chancellor.     [Mr. 

Cobbett.  Pfot  that  order.] 

Then  it  remains  unreversed.  Afterwards,  in  1843, 
Ihe  matter  was  again  brought  forward  (b),  when  Lord 
Langdale  said,  "  After  the  estate  of  the  testator  has 
been  fully  administered  in  this  Court,  and  every  oppor- 
tunity given  to  the  Defendant,  the  executor,  to  examine 
every  charge  on  the  estate,  and  every  particular  con- 
stituting the  estate,  he  cannot  be  permitted,  without 
the  leave  of  the  Court,  to  commence  an  action  to  re« 
cover  from  the  Plaintiff  a  portion  of  the  testator's  pro- 
perty." Either  the  order  for  the  injunction  then  made 
remains  untouched,  or  was  affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor. 

It  appears  to  me,  that  this  application  which  is  made 
to  me  is  perfectly  novel,  viz.  that  I  should  call  on  OW- 
fieldCs  representatives  either  to  revive  the  suit,  or  that 
these  injunctions  should  be  dissolved.  Here  the  injunc- 
tions are  perfectly  regular,  and  no  application  has  been 
made  either  for  leave  to  take  any  proceedings  at  law  or  ta 
discharge  them.  There  are  various  other  circumstances 
in  the  case ;  the  Master's  report  found  what  the  pro** 

perty 
(a)  5  Beav.  132.  (6)  6  Bcao.  5U. 
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perty  consisted  of;  the  Defendant  took  exceptions , 
which,  on  the  12th  of  May^  1841,  were  overruled,  and 
the  report  was  confirmed.  It  appears,  therefore,  to  me, 
that  it  is  proper  that  the  matter  should  remain  as  it 
stands;  and,  moreover,  that  I  have  no  power  to  alt^  or 
remove  these  injunctions. 


Refuse  the  motion  with  costs. 


NoTE.^See  2  Daniel's  Fr.  (2nd  edit),  1543;    Ytomons  v.  Kil- 
vington,  1  Dickms,  351 ;  Askew  v.  Townsend,  2  Dickens,  471. 


July  10. 

A  Plaintiff 
•who  has  re- 

?[uired  a  De- 
le ndant  to 
make  an  affi- 
davit as  to  the 
possession  of 
documents, 
under  the 
15  &  16  VicL 
c.  86,  8.  18, 
may  afterwards 
compel  the 
Defendant  to 
be  cross-exa- 
mined on  such 
affidavit,  under 
the  40th  sec- 
tion. 


KAY  V.  SMITH. 

TTNDER  the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86(a),  the  usual  order 

^  was,  on  the  25th  of  November,  1854,  made  on  the 
Defendant,  to  file  an  aflSdavit,  stating  whether  he  had 
in  his  possession  or  power  any  documents  relating  to 
the  matters  in  question  and  for  their  production  (6). 

The  Defendant  accordingly,  on  the  1 1th  of  December, 
filed  an  affidavit.  The  Plaintiflf  thought  it  unsatisfac- 
tory, but  upon  a  summons  calling  on  the  Defendant  to 
make  a  better  affidavit,  it  was  held  to  be  sufficient  in 
form. 

The  Plaintiff  then  served  the  Defendant  with  a  sub- 
pcena  to  attend  the  Examiner,  and  be  cross-examined 
on  his  affidavit.  The  Defendant  attended,  but  refused 
to  be  examined,  on  the  ground  that  the  proceeding  was 

irregular. 

(a)  Sect.  18. 

(h)  See  the  form  of  order,  Ot  dines  Can.  532,  533. 
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irregular.    A  motion  was  now  made  that  the  Defendant        1855. 
might  attend  and  be  cross-examined  on  his  affidavit. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Dickinson,  in  support  of  the 
motion.  By  the  40th  sect  of  the  15  &  16  Vict,  c.  86, 
'*anf/  party  having  made  an  affidavit,  to  be  used  or 
which  shall  be  used  on  any  claim,  motion,  petition  or 
other  proceeding  before  the  Court,  shall  be  bound  to 
attend  before  an  examiner^  for  the  purpose  of  being 
cross-examined."     This  section  applies  to  every  case. 

If  the  Plaintiff  had  proceeded  under  the  old  practice, 
he  might  amend  his  bill  and  in  that  way  sid  tiie  matter, 
and  the  proper  mode  of  obtaining  a  similar  benefit  under 
the  new  practice,  by  a  much  less  expensive  process, 
is  by  a  cross-examination.  An  answer  is  equivalent  to 
an  affidavit  (sect.  59),  and  it  has  been  held,  that  a  De- 
fendant may  be  cross-examined  on  his  answer. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Speed,  contrd.  First,  the  affi- 
davit in  question  is  not  within  the  40th  section,  for  it 
was  made  at  the  instance  of  the  Plaintiff  and  for  his 
benefit.  This  is  an  application  by  a  party  to  cross- 
examine  his  own  witness,  which  is  clearly  irregular  and 
has  never  yet  been  allowed  ;  you  can  cross-examine  an 
adverse  witness,  but  not  a  person  whose  evidence  you  are 
yourself  using. 

Secondly,  this  affidavit  has  been  held  to  be  sufficient, 
and  is  a  full  compliance  with  the  requirement  of  the 
statute  and  the  exigencies  of  the  order  of  the  Court, 
which  is  merely  to  make  a  satisfactory  affidavit. 

Thirdly,  the  Plaintiff  has  accepted  and  acted  upon 
Uie  affidavit,  and  has  had  the  production  and  inspection 
:>f  the  documents,  he  has  therefore  waived  any  further 
right ;  and>  fourthly,  the  40th  section  only  applies  where 

"  any 


Kat 

V. 
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1686.  "any  cause  or  matter  is  depending,"  and  here  the  cross- 
examination  is  not  in  furtherance  of  any  pending  pro- 
ceeding before  the  Court,  for  the  order  has  been  made 

Smith.        and  complied  with. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  case  is  within  the  40th  section.  The  ob- 
jection raised  to  a  cross-examination  on  this  affidavit 
would  equally  apply  to  an  answer,  which  may  be  used 
on  a  notice  of  motion  for  a  decree,  and  which  I  have 
held  is  to  be  treated  as  an  affidavit,  and  renders  the  De- 
fendant liable  to  be  cross-examined  on  it.  This  affidavit 
may  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  production 
of  documents  in  the  Defendant's  possession,  and  I  am 
of  opinion  that  it  comes  within  this  act,  which  provides 
that  a  person  making  any  affidavit  shall  be  liable  to  a 
cross-examination  on  it,  in  case  the  opposite  party  re- 
quires it. 


SMITH  V.  BAKES. 

Jtt/y5,  12. 

A  testator,  who  rpHQMAS  FENTON  the  elder,  being  possessed 
died  in  1833,       A  ,  . 

bequeathed  of  two  leasehold    cottages,  at  Bradford,  by   his 

hTsVxSrV^  ^^"'  ^^^^^  '''  ^^"^y^  ^^'^^^  save  his  leasehold  cottages 
in  trust  to  sell  and  personal  property  to  his  son,  Thomas  Fenton  the 
end  retain  a 

debt  due  to  younger, 

him  from  the 

testator,  and  hold  the  surplus  for  other  persons.  The  executor  never  proved  the 
will,  but  retained  the  properly  in  discharge  of  his  debt.  He  bequeathed  it  by  his  will, 
and  it  was  enjoyed  by  the  tenant  for  life  thereunder  until  1852.  A  legatee  in  re- 
mainder under  the  second  testator  afterwards  instituted  a  suit  to  recover  the  cottages, 
which  was  resisted  by  a  person  claiming  under  the  will  of  the  first  testator.  The  exe- 
cutor's debt  was  alleged  to  be  300/.,  and  the  value,  according  to  one  side,  was  300/ , 
and  on  the  other,  360/.,  but  the  value  of  the  property  had  lately  greatly  increased 
from  local  circumstances.  The  Court,  notwithstanding  the  lapse  of  time,  granted  relief 
by  ordering  a  sale. 
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younger,  on  trust  "  to  sell  the  cottages,  for  the  best  1865. 
price  that  he  could  obtain,  either  by  private  contract  or 
public  auction,  which  he  should  think  proper,  as  soon 
afler  his  decease  as  conveniently  could  be  done,  and 
out  of  the  money  thence  arising,  to  reimburse  himself 
or  retain  for  his  own  use  the  sum  of  154/.,  which  he, 
Thomas  Fenton  the  elder,  borrowed  of  him  some  years 
before  the  date  of  his  will,  to  pay  the  executors  of 
the  then  late  Jane  Hudson^  also  to  reimburse  himself, 
Thomas  Fenton  the  younger,  for  funeral  expenses, 
proving  of  his  will,  and  the  maintenance  of  him  the 
said  Thomas  Fenton  the  elder  and  his  wife,  since  the 
11th  day  of  September,  1829,  at  the  rate  of  15*.  per 
week,  during  the  then  remainder  of  his,  Thomas  Fenton 
the  elder's,  life."  "  And  if  there  was  any  remaining 
surplus,  after  the  above  payments  were  deducted,  he 
willed  that  it  should  be  equally  divided  amongst" 
Thomas  Fenton  the  younger,  the  Defendant  James 
-Fenton,  his  grandchild,  and  two  other  persons.  And 
he  appointed  Thomas  Fenton  the  younger  his  executor. 

The  testator  died  in  August,  1833,  his  son,  Thomas 
fenton  the  younger,  never  proved  his  will,  but  he  took 
possession  of  the  two  cottages  in  satisfaction  of  the 
debt  due  to  him  from  his  father,  the  testator,  and  the 
maintenance  of  15*.  a  week,  which,  according  to  his 
calculation,  amounted  to  307/. 

Thomas  Fenton  the  younger,  by  his  will,  dated  in 
1839,  bequeathed  the  two  cottages  upon  trust  for  his 
nvife  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  daughter  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  the  Plaintiff.  He  died  in  March,  1839, 
and  his  will  was  proved  by  the  Defendants,  JBahes 
and  Achroyd.  After  the  death  of  Thomas  Fenton  the 
younger,  the  rents  were  received  by  the  tenants  for  life 
under  his  will  until  the  death  of  the  survivor  in  1862. 

The 
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The  Derendtnt  Jamn  Femton  afterwards  obtained  leftten 
of  admioiatration,  with  the  will  annexed,  of  the  estate 
6i  Thmuu  Fetitm  the  elder,  and  he  broogbt  an  eject* 
nent  to  reco? er  the  two  cottages,  but  fiiiled  (m),  on  the 
ground  that  ThomoM  FtnUm  the  yonnger  bad  assented 
to  the  bequest  of  the  leasehold  to  himself. 

The  Plaintiff,  claiming  as  devisee  under  the  will  of 
ThomtUi  Fenian  the  younger,  instituted  this  suit  against 
JBahe$  and  Achroydt  (the  executors  of  Tkonm  Fentom 
the  youngejc,)  and  James  Fenton^  (the  administrator  of 
TApmae  Fentan  the  elder,)  to  recover  the  two  cottages 
and  the  rents  accrued  due  since  the  death  of  the  tenant 
for  life. 

The  value  of  the  two  cottages  at  the  testator's  death 
was,  according  to  the  Plaintiff's  witnesses,  300/.,  and 
according  to  the  Defendant's  witnesses,  360/. ;  but  the 
property  had  since  considerably  increased  in  value,  in 
consequence  of  its  being  near  a  railway  station. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Humphry,  for  the  Plaintiff.  The 
executor  had  a  right  to  appropriate  and  retain  any 
part  of  the  assets  in  satisfaction  of  his  own  demand,  and 
he  did  retain  this  property,  which  was  not  of  a  greater 
value  than  300L,  in  discharge  of  his  debt.  The  costs  of 
sale  would  merely  have  created  a  loss  without  benefit- 
ing the  legatees.  At  this  distance  of  time  the  trans- 
action cannot  be  impeached  ;   Roberts  v.  TunstaU(b). 

Mr.  Pearson  and  Mr.  Ellis,  for  trustees. 

Mr.  C  C.  JBdrber,  for  James  Fenton.  Thomas  Fenton 
the  younger  was  a  trustee,  and  he  acted  as  such,  though 
he  never  proved  the  will;    that  is  established  by  the 

action 

(«)  Fenton  v.  Clegg,  9  Exch.  Rrp.  680.  (6)  4  Hare,  257. 
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action  at  law,  which  was  decided  on  his  having  assented 
to  the  bequest.  He  could  not,  therefore,  purchase  the 
trast  estate.  The  trust  now  exists  and  must  be  per- 
formed. There  have  been  no  laches  or  concurrence  on 
the  part  of  James  Fenton,  who  was  only  thirteen  years 
of  age  when  the  first  testator  died,  and,  as  the  will  was 
not  proved^  he  did  not  become  aware  of  his  rights  until 
1863.     He  cited  Lord  v.  Wightwick  (a). 

Mr.  Uoydy  in  reply.  The  executor  has  a  right  of 
retainer  over  every  species  of  property  for  the  payment 
of  a  debt  due  to  him  by  the  testator.  It  is  a  legal  right, 
subject  to  the  inquiry  as  to  the  bona  fides  of  the 
transaction. 

The  Master  of  the  RoLLd. 

If  the  executor  had  proved  the  will,  I  should  have 
thought  that  there  was  very  little  doubt,  considering  the 
lapse  of  time.     I  will,  however,  consider  the  case. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Julif  12. 

The  Defendant,  James  Fenton^  contends,  that  Thomas 
Fenton,  the  younger,  was  a  trustee  of  these  cottages,  and 
that  the  trusts  ought  now  to  be  performed.  The  Plaintiff 
on  the  other  hand  contests  the  claim,  on  the  ground  that 
Thom€is  Fenton  the  younger  took  these  cottages  in  dis- 
charge of  his  debt,  and  having  done  so,  so  long  ago  as 
1833  (now  upwards  of  twenty  years),  this  Court  will  not 
open  the  transaction,  particularly  as  there  is  evidence  to 
shew,  that  the  cottages  were  not  then  worth  more  than  the 
debt,  and  that  Thomas  Fenton  would  not  have  benefited 

the 
(a)  4  De  G.  Mac.  if  O.  803. 
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1855.  the  legatee  by  sellings  but  would  simply  have  injured 
himself  to  the  extent  of  the  expenses  of  the  sale.  It 
was  possible,  that  for  the  same  reason,  he  neglected  to 
prove  the  will,  and  in  confirmation  of  this  view,  it  is  ob- 
served, that  the  legal  personal  representatives  of  Thomas 
Fenton,  the  elder,  brought  an  ejectment  to  recover  these 
cottages,  and  that  he  failed,  on  the  ground,  that  on  the 
evidence,  it  appeared,  that  Thomas Fenton,  the  younger, 
had,  as  executor  of  his  father,  assented  to  the  bequest  to 
himself,  and  that,  therefore,  the  legal  estate  was  not  in 
the  administrator  de  bonis  non.  This,  however,  leaves 
the  question  of  trust  wholly  untouched,  and  though,  con- 
sidering the  lapse  of  time,  I  should  be  rejoiced  if  I  could 
leave  the  matter  undisturbed,  yet  I  do  not  see  how  I  can 
arrive  at  that  result.  Thomas  Fenton,  the  younger,  had 
a  trust  to  perform  and  was  bound  to  perform  it,  and  any 
one  interested  might  have  insisted  on  its  performance, 
unless  he  had  bound  himself  by  laches  or  acquiescence. 
Acquiescence  on  the  part  of  James  Fenton  there  is 
none,  for  Thomas  Fenton,  the  younger,  not  having 
proved  the  will,  he  did  not  enable  James  Fenton  to 
ascertain  his  rights  and  interests. 

Roberts  v.  Tunstall  and  other  cases  were  cited,  in 
which  the  Court  has  refused  to  set  aside  a  transaction 
in  which  the  trustee  had  bought  the  property.  Roberts 
V.  Tunstall  was  the  only  case  that  goes  to  that  extent, 
but  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  there  the  sale  took  place 
with  the  knowledge  of  every  body  interested,  and  a 
considerable  interval  of  time  had  elapsed  since  the 
purchase. 

Persons  who  undertake  a  trust  must  really  perform 
it,  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  I  cannot  resist  the  right 
Vi\\\c\\  James  Fenton  has  to  have  the  trust  now  executed, 
notwithstanding  the  length  of  time  which  has  elapsed, 

the 


/ 
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^T)e  circumstance  of  the  case  being,  that  Thomas  Fenton,        1856. 
^^  he  younger,  has  kept  the  property  as  his  own,  instead 
^=)r  selling  it  and  ascertaining  what  it  would  produce.     I 
^o  not  mean  to  say,  in  coming  to  this  conclusion,  that 
2n  a  case  in  which  it  was  tolerably  clear,  that  the  pro- 
^X>erty  was  not  nearly  sufficient  to  pay  the  debt,  I  should 
open  the  transaction  at  the  end  of  so  long  a  time ;  but 
^o  far  as  I  can  make  out  from  the  evidence,  the  cottages 
"^wrere  worth  about  300/.,  being  the  amount  claimed  by  the 
executor  to  be  due  to  him,  while  the  Defendant's  evi- 
dence is,  that  they  were  worth  3601.    The  only  mode  of 
'Cesting  the  value  was  by  a  sale,  and  they  might  have 
sold  for  more. 

In  this  state  of  things,  though  the  Court  will  exercise 
m  discretion  in  these  cases,  I  think  I  am  bound  to  per- 
:fbrm  the  trusts  of  the  will. 

1  cannot  direct  any  account  of  rents  received  by  the 
mother,  for  she  is  dead  and  not  represented  here,  and 
under  the  circumstances  1  cannot  treat  these  trustees  as 
guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust  in  allowing  her  to  take  the 
Tents  under  the  will  of  Thomas  Fenton,  the  younger. 

I  must  direct  the  cottages  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds 
to  be  disposed  of  according  to  the  trusts  of  the  will  of 
Thomas  Fenton,  the  elder ;  and  for  that  purpose  I  must 
take  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  cottagea 
received  by  Thomas  Fenion,  the  younger,  making  all 
just  allowances,  and  an  account'of  what  was  due  to  him 
in  respect  of  his  debt  and  the  funeral  expenses  and 
any  debts  he  may  have  paid,  and  an  account  of  the  per- 
sonal estate,  and  the  balance  must  be  made  good  by  his. 
estate. 
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RE  TEMPLEMAN. 


July  13. 


Penona]  ser-       A  N  order  was  made,  on  the  application  of  the  client, 
citoro^pro^  '   "^^  for  the  taxation  of  a  solicitor's  bill,  and  the  deli- 


ceedings  under  very  up  of  the  papers.     The  bill  was  taxed  and,  in- 

a  taxation  dia-  ••  •  *» 

penned  with,     eluding  the  costs  of  taxation,  a  balance  was  found  due 

and  service  by    to  the  client, 
placing  under 
nis  door  sub- 

The  solicitor  having  avoided  personal  service  of  the 
Taxing  Master's  certificate,  and  kept  the  door  of  his 
chambers  closed. 


Mr.  Karslahe  applied  for  an  order  for  substituted 
service. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered,  that  putting  a 
copy  of  the  Master's  certificate  through  or  under  the 
door  of  the  solicitor's  chambers,  together  with  a  copy 
of  the  present  order,  should  be  deemed  good  service. 
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HALL  V.  CLIVE.  j^fy  17. 

rpHE  bill  was  filed  by  Hall  and  Braum,  against  CUve  A  loit  haying 
"*•    and  others.     Brown  was  a  mortgagee  under  HaUf  bT^.^d^B 

and  claimed  the  legal  estate.  his  mort- 

gagee, aico- 
Plaintiffi,  B. 
Before  decree,  the  Plaintiff  Broum  died,  having  ap-  ^icd  before 
1    1     •      1    1  decree.     It 

pomted  five  executors,  and  devised  the  mortgage  estate  was  ordered, 

to  two  of  them.  ZTA^U 

carry  on  tM 
Mr.  C.  Hall  moved,  under  the  16  k  16  rtct.  c.  86,  ^J^  b?! 

8.  62,  for  an  order  of  revivor  and  supplement,  that  the  executors  and 

.         devisees, 
surviving   Plaintiff   might  carry  on    the    proceedmgs 

against  the  five  executors  and  the  two  devisees.  He 
said,  that  against  the  executors,  it  was  a  mere  case  of 
revivor,  but  the  difficulty  was  as  regarded  the  devisees, 
against  whom,  by  the  old  practice,  a  supplemental 
decree  could  not  have  been  obtained  upon  a  defect 
prior,  which  occurred  before  decree.  He  cited  Lash  v. 
Miller  (a),  in  which  case,  upon  the  bankruptcy  of  the 
Defendant  before  the  hearing,  the  Lord  Chancellor 
ordered  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  at  liberty  to  prose- 
cute the  suit  against  the  assignees,  without  filing  a  bill 
of  revivor  or  supplemental  bill. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

You  may  take  an  order  that  the  surviving  Plaintiff 
may  carry  on  the  proceeding  against  the  executors  and 
devisees. 

(a)  \9  JurUt,  457, 

Note.— HeaM  v.  Lewis,  18  Beav.  527;  Edwardt  v.  BatUy,  19 
Bern.  457. 

VOL.  XX.  P  P 
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RE  WHALLEY. 
jMfy  2, 14. 

By  error  and  y^  December,  1849|  the  usual  order  was  made  upon 
itnni  wm  William  Whalley,  a  solicitor,  to  deliver  his  bill  of 

ra^^oShJnT"'  costs  against  Cole,  bis  client,  and  for  its  taxation.    The 

doehaigedand  bill  was  delivered  after  considerable  delay,  but  Cole 

^iSff  ^^^  ^^  1^^  ^°^  WAalley  in  1852,  before  the  bill  had 

coit%reAmd  been  taxed. 
Ibr  tmtkiii. 
Onapetition 

mtOTof^  By  an  order  of  tbe  3rd  of  Marck,  1854,  made  upon 

■oHeitor^lir       the  petition  of  the  executor  of  Cole,  it  was  ordered,  that 
iTo*lMert  ^^^  order  of  December,   1849,  and  the    proceedings 


the  omitted      thereunder,  should  be  revived,  and  that  the  taxation 

itemt  and  in- 

deaMtboie      thereof  directed  should  be  carried  on  between  the  exe- 

buf  hiri'jSt  ^°^^  ^^  ^'^'^»  ^"^  *®  executor  of  Whalley  (a), 
allowed  to  de- 

dTal^Jwd''^  The  Master  proceeded  to  tax  the  bill,  but  before  he 
the  costs  of  had  completed  it,  the  executor  of  Whalley  presented  a 
were  ordered^"  petition,  stating,  that  by  error  and  mistake,  there  were, 
to  be  paid  by  Jn  the  bill  delivered  by  Whalley.  certain  undercharges, 
the  Petitioner.  ,        •     •  u-  u  u  c    i  K         f 

Pending  a     overcharges,  and  omissions,  which  he  spectnea  by  reter- 

texation,  both    ^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  documents,  and  that  on  the  taxation  the 

the  solicitor  '  ^  . 

and  client         Master  had  made  improper  disallowances  m  the  bill  of 

ferenJL^  wm'      costs.    The  Petitioner  stated, ''  That  he  was  desirous  of 

revived,  and      rectifying  the  items  of  undercharge,  by  increasing  or 

continued  be-    enlarging  the  same,   of  amending  the  items  of  over- 

tween  the  re-    charge,  by  decrease  thereof,  of  inserting  such  omissions 

in  the  bill  now  under  taxation,  and  of  carrying  in  before 

the  said  Master  an  additional  bill  of  items  of  business 

done  by  Whalley  for  Cole,  omitted  to  be  charged  in  the 

bill 

(a)  Band's  Pr.  252. 
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bill  already  delivered,  subject  to  the  taxation  by  the 
Master,  and  that  the  Master  might  review  his  taxation 
as  to  the  items  of  allowance. 

The  petition  prayed,  that  the  items  of  undercharge 
might  be  increased,  the  overcharges  decreased,  and 
the  omissions  inserted  in  the  bill  now  under  taxa- 
tion, and  that  an  additional  bill  of  items  of  business 
done  by  Whalley  for  Cohy  omitted  to  be  chained  in  the 
bill  already  delivered,  might  be  carried  in  before  the 
Master,  subject  to  his  taxation  ;  that  the  Master  might 
be  ordered  to  review  his  taxation  as  to  the  said  items  of 
disallowance,  and  that  the  executor  of  Cole  might  be 
further  ordered  to  pay  what  the  Master  should  report 
due  to  the  Petitioner  on  such  additional  bill. 

The  Petitioner  in  person  supported  the  petition.  He 
referred  to  In  re  Walters  (a),  in  which  case,  "  pending 
a  taxation,  leave  was  given,  upon  special  application,  to 
carry  in  an  additional  bill  for  specified  items  of  under* 
charge  and  omission,  arising  from  error  and  mistake.'^ 

Mr.  J.  H.  Taylor^  contra.  Re  Catlin{b)  was 
cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  propose  to  consult 
the  Taxing  Master.  I  think  the  Petitioner  will  not  be 
allowed  to  diminish  any  of  the  items,  and  he  must  de- 
liver to  the  Court  and  to  the  Respondent  a  list  of  items 
which  he  wishes  to  increase  and  to  add. 

The 


(a)  9  Beav.  299.  (6)  18  Bew,  519 ;  and  see  ibid,  n.  (a). 

P  p2 


The  Mastbr  of  ike  Roi^iiS. 

After  consulting  the  Taxing  Master,  and  looking 
into  the  list  of  new  itema,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  Petitioner  should  be  at  liberty  to  deliver  a  oew 
bin  of  the  omitted  items  and  to  increase  the  under* 
charges,  but  this  ought  not  to  affect  the  question  of  the 
costs  of  the  taxatiouj  under  the  existing  order  of  reference. 

Beyond  this,  the  petition  must  be  dismissed,  that  is,  ao 
ht  as  it  prays  for  liberty  to  decrease  the  items,  to  review 
the  taxation,  and  for  payment  of  what  may  be  found 
due  on  the  additional  bilL  So  far  as  the  Petitioner 
asks  to  alter  the  bill  already  delivered^  by  increasing 
the  undercharges  and  adding  omitted  items,  the  Peti- 
tioner may  be  at  liberty  to  do  so  within  a  fortnighL       ^ 

B^r  the  matter  to  the  Bame  Taxing  Miuter,  who  & 
not  to  regard  these  new  matters  in  relation  to  the  ques- 
tion of  the  costs  of  taxation  under  the  old  order. 


The  Petitioner  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  present 
petition. 
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MARKHAM  v.  IVATT. 

July  23. 

fZ'ATHERINE  SMITH,  being   possessed  of  a  ^.  bequeathed 

^     leasehold  messuage  in  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  S^J^^S^f ' 

in  Cambridge,  bequeathed  it  to  two  trustees,  upon  trust  B,,  and  gave 

for  the  separate  use  of  her  daughter  Ann,  the  wife  of  tolpJ^^^t 

the  Plaintiff  Thomas  Markham,  and  to  convey  it  as  she  ^y  "^'^^j  ^^ 

111111  .11  .  ,        1  .      1   #.     1       /.  i"*  default,  to 

should  by  deed  or  will  appoint;  ''  and  in  default  of  any  a:*  *<  nearest 

such  direction,  appointment,  gift  or  bequest,  then  upon  of  kindred, 
further  trust  that  her  trustees,  from  and  immediately  the  same  man- 
after  the  decease  oi  Ann  Markham,  should  dispose  of  ^J  g^J[JJJ^  ^ 

the  said  leasehold  estates,  or  so  much  thereof  as  should  made  for  the 

..J,        J.  ji-iLA  J  distribution  of 

remain  unappomted  and  undisposed  of  by  her,  to  and  intestates' 

amongst  the  nearest  kindred  of  her  *^  [Katherine  Smith"],  ^^^"  .  ^° 

"precisely  in  the  manner  directed  by  the  statute  made  without ap- 

for  the  distribution  of  intestates'  effects."  dd^*^t^he 

next  of  kin  of 

Katherine  Smith  died  in  1833,  leaving  Ann  Markham  dJaS.^^d^'not 

her  sole  next  of  kin.  those  at  the 

death  of  B. 
were  entitled. 

In    1846,  Ann  Markham  made  her  will,  and   she  ,  4  t^t*trix 

haying  two 
thereby  bequeathed   her  two  leasehold  messuages  in  leaseholds,  at 

St.  Giks,  Cambridge  (being  the  whole  of  her  lease-  ^Qu"athed 

hold  property,  exclusive  of  that  in  St.  Mary's),  unto  the  those  at  X,  to 

Plaintiff,  her  husband,  for  life,  and  directed  that  after  ^°^  directed 

his  decease,  the  same  should  form  the  residue  of  her  that  after  her 

leasehold  estates  thereinafter  bequeathed.    And,  after  should  "  form 

making  ^^®  residue  of 
^  her  leasehold 
estates  there- 
inafter bequeathed."    She  then  bequeathed  all  the  residue  of  her  leaseholds,  "  what- 
soever una  wheresoever,"  not  thereinbefore  otherwise  disposed  of.     Held,  that  the 
leaseholds  at  Y.  also  passed  under  the  residuary  gift. 

The  term  *'  nearest  of  kindred,"  with  reference  to  the  Statute  of  Distributions,  has 
the  nme  meaning  as  '*  next  of  kin." 


680 


1866. 
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making  divers  other  devises  and  bequests,  Mrs.  Mark" 
ham  devised  and  bequeathed  "  all  the  residue  and  re- 
mainder of  her  freehold  and  leasehold  messuages  or 
tenements,  lands,  hereditaments,  estate  and  premises, 
whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  not  thereinbefore  other- 
wise disposed  of,  and  over  which  she  had  any  disposing 
power  by  her  will,  unto  James  Ivatt  and  Robert  JEmsan, 
their  heirs,  &c.,  upon  trust,  at  such  time,  after  the 
decease  of  her  husband,  as  to  them  should  seem  most 
expedient,  to  sell  and  stand  possessed  of  the  produce, 
upon  trust  to  pay  the  several  legacies  therein  men- 
tioned. 


Mrs.  Markham  died  in  1847,  and  at  her  decease  the 
Defendant  Jnn  Cotton  was  one  of  the  "nearest  kindred'* 
of  Katherine  Smith.  As  such  she  claimed  an  interest 
in  the  leasehold  premises  in  St.  Mary's, 

This  bill  prayed  a  declaration  of  the  rights  of  the 
parties  to  the  leasehold  in  St.  Marys,  and  for  a  decla- 
ration that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  thereto,  absolutely 
or  for  life. 


Mr.  Beales,  for  the  Plaintiff.  The  leasehold  in  St. 
Marys  belonged  to  Mrs.  Markham,  as  sole  next  of 
kin  of  her  mother,  and  formed  part  of  her  estate  at 
her  decease.  It  was  not  appointed  by  her  will,  nor  is 
it  comprised  in  the  residuary  gift,  for  the  testatrix  ex- 
pressly directs,  that  the  leaseholds  in  St.  Giles's  alone 
"shall  form  the  residue  of  her  leasehold  estates  there- 
inafter bequeathed."  The  St.  Mary's  leasehold,  in 
default  of  appointment,  belonged  to  Mrs.  Markham, 
as  next  of  kin  of  her  mother,  and  being  undisposed 
of,  passed  to  the  Plaintiff  jure  mariti.  Secondly, 
"  nearest  of  kindred,  precisely  in  the  manner  directed 

by 
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by  the  Statute  of  Distributions/'  is  the  same  as  ''next  of 
kin'*  according  to  the  statute,  and  they  must  be  ascer- 
tained in  the  same  way,  namely,  at  the  death  of  Kathe^ 
fine  Smith ;  Elmsley  v.  Young  (a) ;  Lasbury  v.  New* 
port  (6) ;  Gundry  v.  Pinniger  (c)  ;  Cable  v.  Cable  (d) ; 
Say  V.  Creed  {e). 

Mr.  Forster^  for  Ann  Cotton.  There  having  been  no 
execution  by  Mrs.  Markham  of  the  power  given  her 
by  her  mother's  will,  the  St.  Mary's  leasehold  passed 
under  the  ultimate  limitation  in  Mrs.  Smith's  will  to  her 
"  next  of  kindred  ;"  Anderson  v.  Dawson  (/).  This  ex- 
pression differs  from  the  term  "  next  of  kin."  The 
period  of  division  is  the  time  for  ascertaining  the  class, 
and  therefore  the  persons  who  were  nearest  of  kin  of 
Mrs.  Smith,  living  at  the  death  of  Mrs.  Marhham,  are 
entitled ;  Tiffin  v.  Longman  (g) ;  Jones  v.  Colbeck  {h). 
The  testatrix  desires  a  division  to  be  made ;  that  would 
be  impossible  if  the  Plaintiff's  construction  be  cor- 
rect, for  she  had  an  only  child,  who  would  have  taken 
solely  and  exclusively.  It  is  impossible  that  the  testa- 
trix could  have  meant,  that  on  the  death  of  her  daughter 
without  making  an  appointment,  the  property  should 
pass  to  her  husband.  Secondly,  the  residuary  gift  com- 
prises everything  not  before  disposed  of. 

Mr.  Goren,  for  the  trustees. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

My  opinion  is  against  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  will  of 
'd.nn  Markham.    The  residuary  gift  is  too  large  to  be  cut 

down 

(a)  2  Myl.  4*  Keen,  780.  (e)  5  Hare,  580. 

(6)  9  Beav.  376.  (/)  15  Vet.  532. 

(c)  14  Beav.  94.  {g)  15  Beav.  275. 

{d)  16  Beav.  507.  (A)  8  Ves.  38. 
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down  and  limited  in  its  operation  to  the  two  leaseholds 
in  St.  Giles's.  The  testatrix  gives  these  two  leaseholds 
in  St,  Giles's  to  her  husband  for  life,  and  directs  that 
after  his  decease  the  same  shall  form  the  residue  of  her 
leasehold  estates  thereinafter  bequeathed.  She  after- 
wards bequeaths  the  residue  of  her  leaseholds,  **  what- 
soever and  wheresoever,  not  thereinbefore  disposed  of." 
Here  is  the  largest  possible  residuary  clause,  and  it 
includes  a  leasehold  she  had  power  to  dispose  of,  and 
which  had  not  previously  been  disposed  of.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  I  cannot  cut  down  the  general  disposition, 
and  say  that  the  St.  Mary's  leasehold  is  not  included 
in  the  residuary  gift. 


If  the  dispositions  were  inconsistent,  I  most  give 
effect  to  the  latter  (a).  I  think  that  the  residuary  clause 
comprises  everything,  and  that  after  the  death  of  her 
husband,  it  must  be  sold  for  the  bene6t  of  the  persons 
named. 

With  respect  to  the  other  question,  it  appears  to 
me  to  be  the  same  question  which  1  have  had  before. 
The  gift  is  to  the  daughter,  with  a  power  of  appoint- 
ment, and  in  default  to  the  nearest  of  kindred  of 
Katherine  Smith,  "  precisely  in  the  same  manner  di- 
rected by  the  Statute  "  of  Distributions.  I  am  asked 
to  distribute  it  not  in  the  manner  directed  by  the  statute, 
but  between  persons  who  would  have  been  the  next  of 
kin  of  Katherine  Smith,  if  she  had  died  at  the  same 
time  as  her  daughter.  I  am  of  opinion  that  such  a 
construction  is  contradicted  by  all  the  late  decisions. 
The  words  "  nearest  of  kindred,"  and  "  next  of  kin," 
have  the  same    meaning  when   reference  is   made    to 

the 


(a)    Sherratt     v.    Bentley,    2       Brocklcbank  v.  Johnson^  antt,  p. 
il/y.  4"  K,  149;  Co.  Liu.  112b;       205. 
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the  statute*  I  think,  therefore^  that  tlie  daughter  of 
Mrs.  Smith  took  the  leasehold  as  the  sole  next  of  kin  of 
her  mother. 

Declare  that  the  St.  Mary's  property  is  undisposed  of 
during  the  Plaintiff's  life,  and  that  at  his  decease  it 
passes  under  the  residuary  bequest  contained  in  his  wife's 
will. 


BAYNARD  v.  WOOLLEY. 
WEARING  V.  BAYNARD  and  WOOLLEY. 

April  26. 
TN  1844,  Henry  Wearing,  of  TVwro,  assigned   two  There  is  no 
-*■  policies  and  all  moneys  owing  to  him,  to  the  Plain-  ^^  ^"^^ 
tiff,  Baynard,  and  the  Defendant,  Woolley,  in  trust  for  wrong^doer 
himself  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  wife,  Catherine  t^JJ^^xhere- 
Wearing,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  son.     The  trus-  «pon,  if -4. 
tees  were  to  invest  the  trust  funds  "in  the  parliamentary  trustees,  have 

stocks  or  public  funds  of  Great  Britain,  or  at  interest  fommitt^  a 

*^  .  '  breach  of 

upon  any  other  securities.'  trust,  and 

are  equally 
liable,  but  B. 
The  settlor  died  shortly  after,  and  the  trustees,  having  received  the 

received  400Z.  trust  money,  paid  it  into  their  bankers,  roay"u8tain  a 

but  afterwards  lent  it  to  Woolley.     Woolley,  who  also  hill  against  B. 

owed  the  trust  a  sum  of  100/.,  thereupon  signed  the  fol-  cover  the 

lowing  memorandum  : — "  16th  May,  1846.     I,  George  amount,  for  the 

Woolley,  do  hereby  acknowledge,  that  I  am  indebted  to  trust 

the  estate  of  the  late  Mr.  Henry  Wearing,  of  Truro,  the  do^mlnt""*^ 

sum  of  6002.,  with  interest  on  the  same  at  4/.  per  cent,  signed  by  a 

per  annum,  holding  the  deeds  of  my  house  as  a  col-  ^^g  indebted 

lateral  security,  and  policies  of  insurance.  ^  *^c  ^^^^^ 

construed  to 

«  George  Woolley. ""      ^'"uSe*^  '^ 
The  mortgage  in 
favour  of  the 
trust,  notwithstanding  a  denial  by  the  answer. 
The  Plaintiff,  a  tenant  for  life,  having  received  live  per  cent  on  an  investment,  which 
she  knew  to  be  and  insisted  was  improper,  was  ordered  to  account  for  the  Excess 
beyond  four  per  cent.,  for  the  benefit  of  the  trust. 


186S. 


WsAsaM 

Bathaed 
and  Anotlier. 


The  Ude  deeds  of  his  house  were  at  the  time  ta  the 
possessba  of  the  Plaintiff,  Barnard,  in  respect  ol 
a  debt  due  to  another  p^son,  and  secured  on  the  samf 
property  by  a  term  of  600  years. 


i 


CaiheriHe  Wearing  was  soon  afterwards  informs 
that  the  money  had  been  lent  to  Woolhy  oo  the  above 
security,  and  she  received  the  ioterest  from  him  at  AL 
per  cent  from  Majff  1845,  to  November j  1846,  and,  at 
h^  request,  it  was  raised  to  5/.  percent*  from  S'avembeti 
1846,  to  Majf,  1853,  since  which  time  no  mt^ai  bad 
been  paid.  ^^^^^ 

In  November,  1846,  Wearing,  the  son,  conveyed  sll 
his  real  and  personal  estate  to  LUn/d,  for  the  benefiid 
his  creditors. 

Baynard  filed  this  bill  against  WooUey,  Mrs.  Wmmang^ 
her  son  and  LUn/d^  and  prayed  for  the  administration  of 

the  trusts^  for  the  recovery  from  Woolley  of  the  5002i 
and  the  realization  of  the  securities.  The  bill  insisted, 
that  Catherine  Wearing  had  concurred  in  the  loan  and 
that  her  interest  in  the  funds  was  answerable  for  any 
losses. 

The  second  suit  was  instituted  by  Mrs.  Wearing  and 
her  son,  for  the  performance  of  the  trusts  and  to  make 
the  trustees  liable  for  the  breach  of  trust. 


Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  E,  Smith,  for  the  Plaintiff.  First, 
Woolletfy  having  received  the  trust  money,  must,  in  the 
first  instance,  be  ordered  to  replace  it.  Secondly,  Mrs. 
Wearing,  by  receiving  the  interest  for  seven  years,  has 
sanctioned  the  investment,  and  ''as  long  acquiescence  is 
equivalent  to  an  original  concurrence/'  her  interest  must 
be  attached  in  order  to  reinstate  the  trust  fund  ;  Trafford 

V.  Boehn 
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V.     J3aehn  (a)  ;    Phillipson  v.   Gatty  (b)  ;    Browne  v.        1866. 
Cro^s  (c);  Booth  v.  Booth  (d). 

IMCr.  NaldeTf  for  Woolley  and  Lloydy  argued,  first,  that 
the  instrument  did  not  constitute  an  equitable  mortgage ; 
JEZar  j?€Mrte  Finden  (e).  Secondly,  that  the  creditors'  deed 
ves^od  the  estate  in  Lloydy  who  had  no  notice  of  any  »nd  Another. 
prfor  charge,  and  therefore  had  priority ;  and  thirdly, 
thci.'^  a.  wrong-doer  could  not  file  a  bill  for  contribution, 
thc5  rule  of  law  being  clear,  that,  as  between  tort  fecLSorSj 
tHere  is  no  equity.  Attornej/-Generalv.Wihon{f)yfas 
aJso  cited. 

^Vke  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I     entirely  dissent  from  the  last  proposition,  that  a 

^^^oiag-doer  can,  in  no  case,  file  a  bill.     Take  this  illus- 

^^^"^^ioD, — where  two  trustees,  having  the  trust  fund  in 

ttieir  hands,  divide  it  between  them,  and  afterwards  one 

^*'   ^hem  says,  "  I  have  joined   my  co-trustee  in  com* 

''^it.tirig  a  breach  of  trust,  but  I  am  ready  and  willing 

^    pH.y  into  Court  the  whole  of  the  trust  fund,  if  no 

P^''^  oan  be  recovered  from  the  co-trustee."    This  Court 

^^^^Icl  undoubtedly  compel  the  other  trustee  to  make 

gocKl   the  breach  of  trust,  though  the  Plaintiff  may  have 

^^^^lourred  in  it,  it  being  his  duty  to  secure  the  trust  fund 

^^  ^he  benefit  of  the  cestuis  que  trust,  and  to  such  a  suit 

^  trustees  alone  are  necessary  parties.    The  books  are 

****  of  cases  (^),  in  which  the  trustees  have  called  on  their 

^"^^^ustees  to  replace  funds,  notwithstanding  they  have 

"^Oaselves  been  guilty  of  acts  not  in  accordance  with 

their 

$^)   3  Atk.  p.  444.  (g)  Lingardv.  Broml^,  1  Fes. 

•1^^)   7    Hare,  631;    2  Hall  Sf      ^  B.  114;   Franco  v.  Franco,  3 

^^^459.  r«.  75;    Greenwood  v.   Wfike- 

^^)   14  Beav.  113.  ford,  1  Beav.  576;  Mayy.Selby, 

Y*)  1  Bmv.  125.  1  r.  4- C.(C.C.)  235;  Robimon 

•  ve)  11  Pes.  404,  n.  v.  Emm,  7  Jur,  738;   Bridget  v. 

^-^)  Craig  if  PhiU.  1.  Hama,  1  ColL  72. 


I 
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their  dntyi  If^  thersfiNre,  ihk  were  a  ca&e  between  twr 
tnistees,  one  calling  on  {die  other  to  make  good  Ih- 
breach  of  trast,  I  shonld  see  no  objection  to  tbe  fram 
oTit  41 

As  to  the  equitable  deporft,  tbe  Deffendmil  §mimMA 
hia  anawer,  that  he  did  deposit  the  deeds  tHtfrlbe  flHl 
tiff;  bat  the  state  of  the  easels  Onst-^-^Sfl^Miri^^oiil 
the  tnisteesi  had  in  his  possession  the  iitleiiaeaiimsttdii 
to  ITooi^'s  hoose  as  a  security  for  ttiofli^  MM^  4i 
IFbd%  was  aware  of  tfmtliict.  A  trust  finid  of  40i 
being  in  the  hands  of  the  Plaintiff  and  Froot%,  tt 
PlaintiflP  suggests  to  Wool^tf  that  he  shoqld  lakt  |3ii 
sum  and  employ  it  in  his  business.  WoolUjf,  who  iJs 
owes  the  trust  estate  100(.,aoeedestotlmpropoari,iii 
on  the  15tii  of  Mojff  1846,  sigos  a  documewti  0mm 
ordinaiy  bill  staaap,  in  the  following  words  :-^--^  l,jSwm$ 
WboUmff  grocer,  of  Xrmm,  do  hereby  adroowledga^  ili 
I  am  indebted  to  the  estate  of  the  late  Mr.  Mim 
Wearing^  of  Truro,  the  sum  of  5002.,  with  intereat  o 
the  same  at  4/.  per  cent  per  annum,  holding  Uie  deec 
of  my  house  as  a  collateral  security,  and  pdicies  of  ii 
surance." 

What  IS  tbe  meaning  of  the  words  **  holding  the  deec 
of  my  house  as  a  collateral  security"  for  500/.?  Wl 
held  them  ?  Why,  his  co-trustee,  to  whom  the  doc< 
ment  was  given.  The  law  is  clear,  that  where  there 
a  deposit  of  title  deeds  to  secure  a  debt,  the  equitab 
mortgagee  may  by  agreement  add  further  advances  \ 
the  amount  for  which  they  are  deposited.  The  fa< 
must  be  proved,  but  it  need  not  be  in  writing.  Th 
does  not  rest  on  a  parol  allegation  of  one  person  denie 
by  the  other,  for  here,  the  last  passage  in  the  writte 
instrument  is  susceptible  of  no  other  construction  the 
this : — that  the  deeds  were  to  be  held  by  the  Plainti 
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as  a  security  for  the  500/.    This,  in  my  opinion,  con-        1855. 
stituted  an  equitable  mortgage,  and  the  estate^  unless  it 
has  been  disposed  of,  is  chargeable  with  the  money. 

It  is  stated,  however,  that  Woolley  has  conveyed  the 
whole  of  this  property  to  Lloyd  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors.  The  deed  is  for  value  and  without  notice  of 
the  previous  charge,  but  then  it  appears,  that  the  legal 
term  is  now  effectually  vested  in  the  Plaintiff,  and  Lloyd 
has  merely  the  legal  estate  in  the  reversion  expectant  on 
the  expiration  of  the  term  of  500  years.  After  that 
period  he  will, at  law,  become  entitled  to  the  property,  and 
in  equity  as  soon  as  the  first  mortgage  has  been  satisfied ; 
that  is  the  extent  to  which  he  is  entitled.  As  to  the 
Plaintiff,  I  think  he  is  liable  to  repay  the  whole  trust 
fond  if  it  cannot  be  recovered  from  Woolley, 

I  have  now  to  consider  the  rights  as  between  Baynard 
and  Catherine  Wearing^  and  having  attended  to  the 
evidence,  I  do  see  nothing  which  amounts  to  an  acqui- 
escence  by  her  in  what  had  been  done  by  the  trustees, 
for  the  purpose  of  rendering  her  liable  to  make  good 
the  amount. 

The  point  on  which  I  wish  to  hear  Mr.  R.  Palmer  is, 
whether  she,  having  had  the  benefit  of  investment,  is 
entitled  to  relief^  without  repaying  that  which  she  has 
received  beyond  that  which  the  fund  would  have  pro- 
duced if  it  had  been  in  a  proper  state  of  investment 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Daunay,  for  the  widow, 
referred,  on  this  point,  to  the  terms  of  the  power  to 
invest,  and  to  Robinson  v.  Robinson  (a). 

The 
(a)  1  De  G,  Mac.  ^  G.  247. 
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Batnard 

V. 
WOOLLET. 

'Wearing 

V. 

Batmard 
and  Another. 


The  Master  of  the  Kolls. 

I  cannot  give  her  more  than  4/.  per  cent,  and  I  thixi^V^ 
I  must  make  her  account  for  the  excess  of  income  psticf 
to  her  beyond  the  amount  of  interest  at  4Z.  per  cent  ox7 
the  400/. 


Note.— See  Lichfield  v.  Baker,  13  Beav.  447 ;   Bate  v.  Hooper,  5 
De  G.  Mac.  4-  G.  338. 


his  consignees  and  agents.  The  course  of  dealing  be- 
tween the  Plaintiff  and  the  London  house  was  of  this 
nature  : — the  Plaintiff  consigned  goods  to  the  London 


PARIENTE  i;.  LUBBOCK. 

Jtify2,3,4. 
Anasentifl      TN  1837,  the  Plaintiff,  Jacob  Partente,  a  merchant 

ill'^thfbesr  »^   Tangiers,  employed   the   Defendant,    Sir  John 

manner  he  can  Lubbock,  and  his  late  father,  merchants  in  Ltrndon,  as 
for  bis  prin- 
cipal, and  in 
matters  which 
are  lefl  to  an 
agent's  discre- 

only  ac^t  for"ihe  ^^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^^^  correspondents  abroad,  the  goods  were 

benefit  of  his 

principal. 

A  foreign 
merchant  di- 
rected his  cor- 
respondent in 
England  to 
treat  any  con- 
signment as 
his  son's  (who 


sold,  and  the  proceeds  having  been  received  by  or  re- 
mitted to  the  London  house,  were  invested  in  the  pur- 
chase of  return  cargoes,  and  these  were  sent,  to  or  to 
the  order  of  the  Plaintiff.  During  these  transactions, 
the  Plaintiff's  son,  Judah  Pariente,  resided  in  London, 
and  he  superintended    the  purchases  and  sales,  made 

was  in  Eng.  ^^^^^ 

land  and  su- 
perintended the  sales  and  purchases),  and  to  acknowledge  him  owner  of  the  money,  so 
that  be  might  dispose  thereof  as  if  it  was  his  own  money.  By  the  direction  of  the  son, 
moneys  in  the  hands  of  the  correspondent,  belonging  to  the  father,  were  applied  by 
him  in  paying  a  private  debt  of  the  son  to  the  correspondent.  Held  (overruling  the 
decision  of  the  Master),  that  the  transaction  was  valid. 
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there  on  the  Plaintiff's  account,  and  was  allowed  by 
the  Plaintiff  a  commission  for  this  superintendence. 
Judah  Pariente  also  carried  on  business  in  London  on 
his  own  account,  and  in  the  course  of  that  business  had 
large  transactions  with  Messrs.  Lubbock. 

In  1839,  the  Plaintiff  wrote  three  letters  to  Messrs. 
Lubbocky  which  were  relied  on  as  evidencing  the  terms 
on  which  the  agency  was  carried  on.  The  first,  dated 
the  18th  February f  1839,  proceeded  thus:— "I  beg  of 
you,  when  I  consign  you  any  of  my  property,  on  ray 
own  account,  that  you  will  consider  it  as  the  property  of 
Judah y  my  son,  and  to  acknowledge  him  owner  of  the 
money  which  you  may  have,  at  any  time  of  mine.'* 

Again,  on  the  27th  of  February,  1839,  the  Plaintiff 
wrote  to  Messrs.  Lubbock  in  these  terms : — "  In  my  last 
of  the  18th,  I  wrote  to  you  by  my  son  Judah,  and  now 
I  confirm  to  you,  that,  any  time  that  you  may  have  any 
money  of  mine,  you  may  acknowledge  my  son  Judah 
as  myself,  so  that  he  may  place  and  dispose  of  my 
money  as  if  it  was  his  own  property,  and  you  will  ac- 
knowledge him  as  the  owner  of  the  money/'  In 
another  letter  of  the  2nd  of  December,  1839,  there  were 
expressions  to  this  effect : — **  In  all  my  business,  I  hope 
that  you  will  consult  with  my  son  Judah,  for  purchases 
as  well  as  for  sales,  the  same  as  if  he  was  myself,  and 
I  have  already  written  my  said  son  that  he  must  consult 
with  you ;"  and  further  on  in  the  same  letter,  he  said, 
"  I  have  a  letter  from  Joseph  Pariente,  at  Gibraltar, 
be  says,  that  he  ordered  you,  on  the  31st  of  October,  to 
insure  the  cargo  for  the  nameless  value  5,000/.  I  hope 
that  you  have  done  this  in  due  time;  and,  as  my  son 
Judah  informs  me  of  every  thing,  I  shall  not  continue 
my  writing,  and  whatever  my  said  son  may  say  for  me  is 
the  same  as  if  I  said  it  myself,  which  must  guide  you." 

In 


Paribmte 

V. 


690  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1855.  In  October y  1840,  SWJohn  LuhboeKs  father  diedyand 

the.  mercantile  business  was  afterwards  carried  on  by 
Sir  John  Lubbock  alone,  and  the  agency  between  the 
Lubbock.      Plaintiffs   and  the   Defendant  continued  without  an; 
change. 

Early  in  1842,  the  Plaintiff  consigned  a  cargo  of  goodiM-J- 

in  a  vessel  called  the  St,  Paul  Serge,  to  his  correspond 

ents  at  Genoa,  who  sold  them,  and  in  the  month  ol 
May,  1842,  remitted  the  proceeds  (2,664Z.  4s.  6rf.) 
the  Defendant,  Sir  John  Lubbock,  At  this  time  Juda/i^^^' 
Pariente  was  largely  indebted  to  the  Defendant  on  his^^  -^ 
private  account  between  them,  and  on  the  20th  of  May^ 
1842,  the  sum  remitted  from  Genoa  was  placed  by  thes 
Defendant  to  Judah  Pariente's  account,  and  thus  JocoVm 
funds  were  applied  in  part  liquidation  of  the  debt  due 
from  his  son,  Judah  Pariente,  to  the  Defendant. 

Judah  Pariente  (the  son)  became  bankrupt  in  Janu 
ary,  1843.  In  taking  the  accounts  between  Jacob  ani 
the  Defendant,  in  this  Court,  the  question  arose,  whethe 
the  Defendant  ought  to  be  held  discharged  from  th 
2,664/.  4s.  bd,  by  its  having  been  placed  to  the  credit  o 
Judah's  account. 

Master  Humphry,  in  an  elaborate  judgraeut,   held^^i^* 
first,  that  the  son  had  no  authority  to  direct  the  pre 
duce   of  the   cargo  to  be  placed  to  the  credit  of  hi^ 
private  account  with  the  Defendant;  that  the  objects 
and  effect  of  the  Plaintiff's  letters  were  merely  to  sub- 
stitute the  judgment  and  discretion  of  the  son  for  that:^ 
of  the  father,  and  solely  for  the  benefit  of  the  latter^ 
and  that  the  latter  had  been  constituted  dux  facti,  and 
not  dominus  rerum.     Upon  this  point,  he  relied  on  Story 
on  Principal  and  Agent  (a).     Secondly,  that  if  the  son 

had 

(a)  Sects.  21,  82,83,  210. 


Parientb 

V, 
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lad  authority  so  to  act,  it  had  determined  upon  the  disso- 

ution  of  the  partnership  by  the  death  of  Sir  John  Lub- 

'wcJts  father.    Thirdly,  that,  upon  the  evidence,  it  did 

lot  appear  that  the  son  had  given  any  authority  to     Lubbock. 

iie    Defendant  to    place    the   amount   to  his  private 

:redit ;  and,  fourthly,  that  the  son  had  not  subsequently 

ratified  that  act 

To  this  finding  the  Defendant  took  exceptions,  which 
now  came  on  for  argument. 

Mr.  RoupellwciA  Mr.  Cairns^  for  the  Plaintiff*,  argued, 
first,  that  the  Plaintiff'  had  authorized  the  son  to  deal 
with  the  fund  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  were  his  own. 
Secondly,  that  the  change  in  the  Defendant's  firm  did 
not  affect  the  question,  the  agency  having  been  continued 
on  the  same  terms.  Thirdly,  that  the  transfer  bad  been 
made  by  the  son's  authority,  and  had  been  subsequently 
ratified  and  confirmed  "by  him.  They  cited  Neal  v. 
Erving{a) ;  Brockelbank  v.  Sugru  (6)  ;  Todd  v.  Robin- 
son (c) ;  Gilman  v.  Robinson  {d) ;  Ticket  v.  Short  {e) ; 
Willis  V.  Jemegan  (/) ;  Wyatt  v.  The  Marquis  of  Hert- 
ford(g). 

Mr.  Lloyd,  Mr.  W.  H.  Clarke,  and  Mr.  Dowdeswell, 
for  the  Plaintiff*,  contri,  argued,  that  the  son  was  a  mere 
agent  and  trustee  for  the  father,  and  that  he  and  the 
Defendant,  with  notice  of  the  trust,  had  transferred  the 
fund,  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  principal,  but  in  payment 
of  the  personal  debt  of  the  agent ;  that  such  a  trans- 
action could  not  stand,  and  that  the  Defendant  could 
not  take  advantage  of  such    a   transfer;    Wilson  v. 

Moore. 

(a)  1  E9>.  61.  P.  642. 

(b)  5  Car.  Sf  P.  21.  {e)  2  Va.  ten.  239. 

(e)  Rv.  if  M.  217.  ( f)  2  Aik.  252.  • 

(rf)  Ky.  4-  M.  226;  1  Car.  if         (g)  3  East,  147. 

TOL.  ZX.  Q  Q 
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Moore  (a).  Secondly,  that  the  son  had  never  aatborized 
the  transfer ;  and  thirdly,  that  there  hi^d  been  do  ratifi- 
cation, and,  as  the  transaction  was  wrong  in  it0  origin^ 
it  was  incapable  oF  ratification. 

They  cited  Whitehead  v.  Tuckett  (Jb) ;  Smith  v.  The 
East  India  Company  (c) ;  De  Bouchout  v.  Golds- 
mid  (d) ;  Story  on  Principal  and  Agent  (e). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Although  I  feel  the  utmost  deference  to  the  Master's 
judgment,  I  am  bound  to  follow  the  view  (which  I 
regret  to  say  differs  from  his)  to  which  the  careful  con- 
sideration of  the  documents  has  led  me. 

The  real  question,  in  this  case,  appears  to  me  to  de- 
pend upon  the  construction  of  three  letters,  and  the 
rights  and  powers  given  by  them,  and  how  the  pitrties 
were  bound  to  act  in  consequence  of  them. 


The  proposition  on  which  the  Master  proceeded  can- 
not be  disputed,  viz.  that  an  agent  is  bound  to  act  in 
the  best  manner  he  can  for  his  principal  (/),  and  that 
in  matters  which  are  left  to  his  discretion,  he  can  only 
act  for  the  benefit  of  his  principal.  But  it  is  also  quite 
clear,  that  he  is  bound  to  follow  the  directions  of  his 
principal,  and  is  not  answerable  for  any  injury  which 
may  occur,  if  he  strictly  and  directly  follow  the  in- 
structions which  are  given  him.  For  instance,  there 
are  many  cases  in  which  a  principal  abroad  directs  his 
agent  in  this  country  to  hold  a  balance  or  a  certain  sum 

of 

(e)  Sect.  62. 

(./')  See  BentUi/  v.  Craven,  18 
Beav.  p.  77. 


(a)  1  Mj/LSf  K.  126,337. 

(6)  15  East,  400. 

(c)  16  Sim.  76. 

(d)  " 


(d)  5  Vet.2\\. 
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of  money  then  in  his  hands,  or  the  proceeds  of  a  par-  1855. 
ticular  cargo,  at  the  disposal  of  a  stranger.  If  nothing 
he  due  lo  the  agent  he  cannot  help  acting  upon  such  an 
order,  and  he  would  be  liable  to  an  action,  and  to  all 
the  consequences  which  might  follow  to  his  principal, 
if  he  did  not ;  if  he  communicates  the  order  to  the  third 
person,  then  it  amounts  to  a  promise  to  pay,  and  an 
action  would  be  maintainable  against  him  on  behalf  of 
that  third  person ;  and  that  class  of  cases  to  which  I 
refienred  yesterday,  such  as  Burn  v.  Carvalho^a)^  would 
then  apply.  I  refer  to  them  merely  to  point  out  that 
it  is  the  duty  of  an  agent  to  follow  the  direction  of  his 
principal,  and  that,  subject  to  such  rights  as  he  may 
have,  arising  from  the  state  of  the  account  between 
himself  and  his  principal,  he  is  bound  to  do  so ;  he 
never  can  be  blamed  for  acting  as  directed  by  his  prin- 
cipal, and  he  is  liable  to  an  action  if  he  should  not 

In  the  observations  I  am  now  making,  I  am  as- 
suming that  the  father  at  Tangiers  was  the  principal, 
and  that  Messrs.  Lubbock  were  the  agents  in  London. 
But  a  principal  may  direct  any  other  persons  to  give 
directions  for  him  to  his  agent  in  London^  and  he  may 
constitute  that  person  his  agent,  or  a  sort  of  second 
principal,  for  the  purpose  of  dealing  with  that  agent ; 
and  if  he  choose  to  do  so,  the  agent  or  mercantile 
house  in  London  cannot  be  blamed  for  acting  on  direc- 
tions so  communicated  to  them.  Now  that  case  is.  per- 
fectly distinct  from  those  referred  to  by  Mr.  Justice 
Story,  and  on  which  the  Master  seems  to  have  relied, 
apd  which  shews  the  extreme  difficulty  of  making  an 
agent  not  merely  the  duxfactiy  but  the  dominus  rerum. 
No  doubt  there  is  very  considerable  difficulty  in  doing 
BO,  but  it  is  not  disputed  that  it  may  be  done.    Accord- 

(a)  4  MyL  &  Cr.  600. 
QQ2 
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ingly,  if  a  father^  employing  a  son  as  his  agent  in  another 
country^  thought  fit  to  say  to  his  son,  ''  not  only  I  give 
you  the  entire  control  and  management  of  the  business^ 
but  I  make  you  a  present  of  all  the  proceeds  which  may 
arise  from  it/'  he  would  make  him  not  merely  the  duje- 
facii,  but  the  dominus  rerum. 

Sir  John  Luhbock,  the  agent  of  the  father  at  Tan* 
gierSf  was  not  made  dominus  rerum^  but  was  bound  to 
follow  the  directions  of  the  father,  or  of  that  person 
whom  the  father  had  put  in  his  place  :  but  it  is  a  per- 
fectly new  proposition  to  me  to  hear,  that  the  principal 
abroad  might  not,  if  he  thought  fit,  constitute,  as  be- 
tween himself  and  his  agent  here,  some  other  person  to 
be  a  sort  of  second  principal,  in  order  to  give  complete 
directions  to  the  agent  in  this  country  as  to  what  he 
should  do  with  the  property. 

If  so,  the  only  question  is,  whether  he  has  done  so 
in  this  case.  On  the  10th  of  February,  1839,  the  father 
writes,  "  I  beg  of  you,  when  I  consign  you  any  of  my 
property  on  my  account,  that  you  will  consider  it  as 
the  property  of  Judah  my  son."  What  is  the  meaning 
of  that  ?  I  think  it  is  impossible  to  put  it  lower  than 
this,  that  it  made  the  son  joint  owner  of  the  property 
with  himself.  I  do  not  put  it  so  high  as  to  say,  that  it 
made  the  son  the  exclusive  owner,  and  that  it  would 
have  justified  Sir  John  Lubbock  in  saying,  ''  we  will 
not  answer  the  father's  drafts;"  but  it  is  impossible, 
after  that,  to  say  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  regard  any 
property  consigned  by  the  father,  on  his  own  account, 
as  the  property  of  Judah  the  son.  The  letter  goes  on 
to  say,  "  and  to  acknowledge  him  owner  of  the  money 
which  you  may  have  at  any  time  of  mine." 

Now  there  are  two  things  here,  "  If  I  consign  you 

any 


/ 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


595 


i.  iiy  property,  you  must  consider  him  as  the  owner  of 

-  liat  property ;"  next  "  if  you  have  any  money  of  mine 

^ou  are  to  acknowledge  him  as  the  owner  of  it."    This 

^'ves  the  son  a  right  to  dispose  of  that  property  as  he 

lay  think  fit,  and  it  makes  him  dominus  rerum,  to  the 

:tflill  extent  that  the  father  himself  was.     It  makes  him 

c^s  niuch  a  principal,  with  respect  to  Sir  John  Lubbock, 

Cfcs  the  father  himself  was.     Suppose  the  father  had  said, 

**  I  direct  you  to  carry  the  produce  of  the  St.  Paul  Serge 

-fco  the  account  of  my  son,**  would  not  that  have  been 

^ood  ?     But  he  says,  '*  You  are  to  consider  my  son  as 

C.he  owner."     Well  then,  suppose  the  son  gives  directions 

wks  to  its  application,  is  not  that  to  be  considered  good 

^Iso  ?    There  can  be  no  question,  that  if  the  father  had 

^iven  such  directions,  he  would  have  been  bound  by 

^hem ;  and  if  the  son  is  placed  in  exactly  the  same  situa- 

"t^ion  as  the  father,  why  is  not  the  father  equally  bound 

Ijy  the  directions  given  by  the  son,  unless  indeed  there 

i«  some  principle  of  law  which  forbids  it,  and  there  is 

a:ioDe  that  I  know  of. 


1865. 
Pariemti 

V, 

Lubbock. 


It  does  not  rest  upon  this  letter  alone,  for  a  fortnight 
afterwards,  on  the  27th  o(  February,  in  another  letter 
%he  father  says  this,  **  In  my  last  of  the  18th  I  wrote  to 
^ou  by  my  son  Judah,  and  now  I  confirm  to  you,  that, 
^ny  time  you  may  have  any  money  of  mine,  you  may 
acknowledge  my  son  Judah  as  myself,  so  that  he  may 
]>Iace  and  dispose  of  my  money  as  if  it  was  his  own 
property,  and  you  will  acknowledge  him  as  the  owner 
^f  the   money."    That  is  to   say,  you   will   take  his 
ciirections  with  respect  to  any  property  or  money  of 
mine,  exactly  in  the  same  way  as  if  I  myself  gave  those 
ciirections,  and  I  consent  to  be  bound  by  such  a  pro- 
ceeding.    It  appears  to  me  to  be  impossible  to  read 
these  letters  in  any  other  way  than  this.     Is  it  to  be 
contended,  that  a  father  cannot  give  his  own  son  such  a 

power. 
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1865. 


power,  or  that  the  nature  of  the  relation  between  prin- 
cipal and  agent  is  such,  that  a  principal  cannot  direct 
his  agent  to  receive  directions  from  another  person, 
exactly  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  himself  gave 
them  ?  I  am  ignorant  of  any  principle  of  law  that  pre- 
vents it,  and  it  would  be  new  to  me  to  find,  that  the 
law  of  principal  and  factor  forbids  a  principal  to  say 
to  his  factor  ''you  shall  take  certain  directions  from 
another  person,  exactly  in  the  same  manner  as  if  I  my- 
self gave  them."  No  doubt  they  may  be  limited  to  the 
selling  and  buying,  but  if  the  principal  says,  "yoa 
shall  be  at  liberty  to  pay  any  balance  to  my  son  for  his 
own  advantage,  and  follow  any  directions  of  his  upon 
the  subject,"  I  am  at  a  loss  to  know  what  principle  of 
law  there  is  which  forbids  a  principal  from  so  dealing 
with  respect  to  his  agent.  Then  if  that  be  permitted  by 
law,  I  am  unable  to  find  any  words  by  which  it  can  be 
done  more  expressly  than  in  this  case,  *'  I  wish  you  to 
consider  my  son  as  myself,  I  wish  you  to  acknowledge 
him  as  myself,  so  that  he  may  dispose  of  my  money  as 
if  it  was  his  own  property,  and  that  you  will  acknow- 
ledge him  to  be  the  owner  of  the  money.*'  It  is  done 
with  a  redundancy  and  a  surplusage  of  expressions. 
It  is  not  merely  saying,  "  I  wish  you  to  consider  my 
son  as  myself,"  but  he  goes  on  to  say,  and  '*  let  him 
dispose  of  my  money  and  as  if  it  were  his  own  pro- 
perty," and  if  that  were  not  sufficient,  he  goes  on  further 
and  says,  "  you  must  acknowledge  him  to  be  the  owner 
of  the  money." 


There  is  a  third  letter,  in  which  he  says : — "  What- 
ever my  said  son  may  say  for  me,  is  the  same  as  if  I 
said  it  myself,  which  must  guide  you."  This  letter,  if 
it  stood  alone,  might  be  open  to  the  observations  that  it 
only  related  to  the  buying  and  selling,  but  the  two 
former  letters  shew  that  he  made  him  complete  and 

entire 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  597 

entire  owner  of  the  whole  property,  to  deal  with  it  as        1855. 
Jbe  thought  fit. 

I  have  looked  at  it  in  another  point  of  view,  suppose 
tthe  son  had  ordered  him  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  on  his 
leather's  account,  and  Sir  John  Lubbock  had  refused  to 
^o  sOy  and  that,  in  consequence,  the  father  had  suffered 
^reat  injury,  an  action  might  have  been  supported 
sigainst  Sir  John  Lubbock  for  disobeying  the  orders  of 
"^he  agent.  The  matter  does  not  appear  to  me,  in  the 
slightest  degree,  altered,  by  the  fact  that  the  son  was 
^Tarrying  on  business  on  his  own  account  in  London,  or 
"that  the  son  was,  in  many  respects,  acting  as  the  agent 
t^f  the  father,  or  that  he  had  so  acted  previously  in 
^ving  directions  to  Sir  John  Lubbock, 

It  is  clear  there  was  nothing  to  authorize  Sir  John 
^JLubbock  to  place  any  sums  arising  from  the  father  to 
^he  account  of  the  son,  unless  the  son  directed  it,  and 
^he  next  question  therefore  is,  did  the  son  give  him  any 
authority  with  respect  to  the  proceeds  of  the  "St.  Paul 
Serge?*     In  my  opinion,  it  was  not  necessary  that  the 
^authority  should  be  in  writing,  it  might  be  verbal,  and 
I  am  of  opinion  that  such  authority  was  given  to  Sir 
John  Lubbock  by  the  son ;  and  no  complaint  was  made 
upon  the  subject  until  after  the  bankruptcy  of  the  son, 
when  the  interests  of  the  parties  were  completely  al- 
tered. 

The  result  is,  that  I  must  hold,  that  the  proceeds  of 
the  cargo  of  the  "  Si.  Paul  Serge'  were  properly  put  to 
the  account  of  the  son.  The  short  way  in  which  I  put  it 
is  this : — the  letters  appear  to  me  to  give  the  son  power 
to  deal  with  all  the  cargoes  and  the  money  arising  from 
them  as  his  own  property,  exactly  in  the  same  manner  as 
the  father  could ;  that  the  son  directed  the  sum  in  ques- 
tion 
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lion  to  be  placed  to  the  credit  of  his  accouDt,  and  which, 
if  the  father  had  done  it,  would  have  been  binding;  and 
the  son  having  the  same  power  as  the  father,  and  having 
acted  upon  that  power,  the  father  is  equally  bound; 
and  there  is  no  rule  of  law  which  forbids  such  a  course 
of  dealing. 


NoTB.— Affirmed  by  the  Lords  Josticet,  January  15,  1856. 


FRY  V.  NOBLE. 


May  24. 
July  7,  11. 

Dower  of  a 
woman,  mar- 
ried aAer  the 
Dower  Act,      guch  persons  as  Thomas  W.  Fry  (then  a  married  man) 

madesabjectto  should  by  deed  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment 


T>Y  indenture  of  release,  dated  8th  August,  1827, 
"^    certain  real  estate  was  conveyed  to  the  use  of 


dower  bv  that 
fltatute,  held, 
not  to  be  ex- 
chided  by  a 
declaration 
against  dower 
contained  in  a 
conveyance 
prior  to  the 
act. 

In  1827, 
freeholds  were 
conveyed  to 
A.  B.fdL  mar- 
ried man,  to 
the  usual  uses 
to  bar  dower, 
•*  to  the  intent 


to  the  use  of  Thomas  W.  Fry  for  life,  and  after  the  de- 
termination of  that  estate  by  any  means  in  his  lifetime, 
to  the  use  of  John  Fitch,  his  executors  and  adminis- 
trators, during  the  life  of  Thomas  W.  Fry,  upon  trust 
for  Thomas  W.  Fry,  "  and  to  the  intent  that  the  then 
present  or  any  future  wife  of  the  said  Thomas  W.  Fry 
might  not  be  entitled  to  dower,"  with  remainder  to  the 
use  of  Thomas  W.  Fry  in  fee. 

Fry's  wife  afterwards  died,  and  in  September ,  1838, 

he 

that  his  then 

present  or  any  future  wife  might  not  be  entitled  to  dower."     In  1834,  the  Dower  Act 

Sassed,  giving  dower  out  of  estates  thus  limited  (s.  2),  but  allowing  the  right  to  be 
cfeated  by  a  declaration  against  dower  in  the  conveyance  (s.  6),  and  providing,  that 
the  act  should  not  extend  to  any  widow  married  before  1834,  or  give  to  any  deed 
previously  executed  the  effect  of  defeating  any  right  of  dower.  A.  B.  contracted  a 
second  marriage  in  1838,  and  died  seised  Held,  that  the  declaration  in  the  convey- 
ance did  not  defeat  the  second  wife's  right  to  dower  out  of  the  estate 

Costs  allowed  to  a  widow,  in  a  suit  for  dower,  her  right  thereto  being  contested. 


Frt 

V. 
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tie  intermarried  with  the  Plaintiff.  Fry  died  intestate 
s  n  October,  1842,  without  having  exercised  the  power 
^Df  appointment  contained  in  the  deed  of  1827,  and 
iBeised  of  the  property.  Noble. 

After  Fry*s  death,  his  heir  at  law  entered  into  pos- 
^lession  of  the  property.  He  mortgaged  it  to  JRusiell  in 
#ee,  with  power  of  sale;  and  in  ilfay,  1863,  Russell  sold 
S  t  to  Noble,  who  claimed  to  hold  it  discharged  of  the 
Plaintiff's  dower.  The  Plaintiff  thereupon  filed  her  bill 
-^Lo  enforce  her  right. 

The  Plaintiff's  title  depended  entirely  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  2nd,  6th,  and  14th  sections  of  the 
IDower  Act  (3  &  4  Will  4,  c.  106),  which  passed  on 
"^he  29th  of  August,  1833,  after  the  execution  of  the 
^eed  and  before  the  Plaintiff's  marriage.  Sect.  2  enacts, 
^'  that  when  a  husband  shall  die  beneficially  entitled  to 
^ny  land  for  an  interest  which  shall  not  entitle  his 
"^Tvidow  to  dower  out  of  the  same  at  law,  and  such  in- 
"^erest,  whether  wholly  equitable  or  partly  legal  and 
partly  equitable,  shall  be  an  estate  of  inheritance  in 
^jpossession  or  equal  to  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  pos- 
session (other  than  any  estate  in  joint  tenancy),  then 
^118  widow  shall  be  entitled  in  equity  to  dower  out  of  the 
same  land."   By  sect.  6,  '^  a  widow  shall  not  be  entitled 
*to  dower  out  of  any  land  of  her  husband  when,  in  the 
^eed  by  which  such  land  was  conveyed  to  him,  or  by 
«ny  deed  executed  by  him,  it  shall  be  declared,  that  his 
inddow  shall  not  be  entitled  to  dower  out  of  such  land." 
Sect  14  enacts,  '^  that  this  Act  shall  not  extend  to  the 
dower  of  any  widow  who  shall  have  been  or  shall  be 
married  on  or  before  the  1st  of  January,  1834,  and  shall 
not  give  to  any  will,  deed,  contract,  engagement  or 
charge  executed,  entered  into  or  created  before  the  said 

1st 
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1855.        Idt  of  January,  1834,  the  effect  of  defeating  or  pre- 
judidng  any  right  to  dower." 

Mr.  Folktt  and  Mr.  Wickens  for  the  Plaintiff.     It  is 
not  disputed  that  the  Plaintiff  has  no  right  to  dower  by 
the  old  law,  and  independently  of  the  Dower  Act;  but 
the  2nd  sect,  prevents  the  common  uses  to  bar  dower- 
from  depriving  a  widow  who  married  subseqaent 
the  Act  of  her  dower.    The  3rd  sect,  maked  sebin 
unnecessary  to  give  title  to  the  widow,  and   the  Aci 
proceeds,  in  the  6th  sect.,  to  point  out  the  mode  by 
which  the  widow's  title  to  dower  may  be  defeated  eitbei 
wholly  or  partly  by  the  declaration  of  the  husband.     I 
will  be  contended,  that  such  a  declaration  contained  i 
a  deed  executed  anterior  to  the  1st  of  January,  1834^^. 
will  have  the  same  effect  as  if  executed  since  the  passii 
of  the  Act,  and  will  deprive  the  widow  of  dower;  buC= 
that  cannot  be  the  proper  construction  of  the  clause^ 
which  is  prospective  only  and  not  retrospective.     Tbi^ 
is  clear  from  the  language  of  the  clause  itself,  for  th^ 
words  are  when  by  the  conveyance  '*  it  shall   be  de — 
clared,"  not  "  shall  have  been"  declared.     The  section 
is  therefore  applicable  to  future  declarations  only,  that 
is,  declarations  made  after  the  passing  of  the  Act. 

But  the  14th  sect,  is  that  upon  which  the  Plaintiff 
relies,  as  shewing  conclusively,  that  the  Act  cannot  be 
so  construed  as  to  deprive  her  of  dower  by  any  such 
declaration  as  that  relied  upon.  That  section  distinctly 
enacts,  that  the  Act  shall  not  give  to  any  "  deed 
executed  before  the  1st  of  January,  1834,  the  effect  of 
defeating  or  prejudicing  any  right  to  dower."  The  de- 
claration contained  in  the  deed  of  August,  1827,  cannot 
therefore  have  the  effect  of  defeatingr  the  Plaintiff's 
right  to  dower.  It  is  clear  that  the  common  limitations 
to  uses  to  bar  dower  would  not  alone  deprive  the  Plain- 
tiff 
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tiff  of  ber  ddwer^  and  n,  dechiiiition  alone  befor^  the  !866. 

Act  would  not  hav^  done  Ao.    The  iiHdoW  isj  tb^rfeforfe,  >'^^^t^ 
entitled  to  her  dower.  ^. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  T;  StevHu,  contri.  Th6 
|)lain  bbjea  of  th^  tegtBlature  was  to  ]^aV^  ^ittetitig 
rights  unaffected^  but  to  alter  the  rights  to  do'V^ef*  bf  thbi^ 
women  who  might  marry  after  the  1st  of  January^  1834 : 
to  put  these  on  a  new  footings  bot  to  leaV6  the  rights  of 
those  already  married  untouched.  Down  to  the  14th 
sect,  the  enactments  are  general,  and  would  apply  to 
every  widow,  and  the  14th  sect,  first  introduces  a  restric- 
tion to  its  operation.  It  enacts,  that  that  Act  shall  not 
ekt^nd  to  th^  dower  of  ahy  widow  mftrried  on  or  before 
the  1st  of  Januaty,  1834,  dnd  process  to  bay,  that  it 
shall  not  give  to  any  d^ed,  &c.,  executed  befbre  that 
period,  the  effect  of  defeating  any  right  to  dower.  The 
second  part  of  thie  clause  is  ancillary  to  the  fotrmil*  part, 
and  ib  applicable  only  to  suidh  right  of  dbwi^r  as  H  widow 
taMirried  before  that  period  Might  hat^  been  entitled  td 
iindet  th^  old  law,  and  not  to  any  ni^W  right  of  dbwi^k* 
intfodttded  by  that  Act.  Any  widoW  taking  the  betiefit 
of  the  Act^  and  insisting  on  her  right  to  dbWer  uhddi*  li^ 
provisions,  musi  take  subject  to  all  th^  qii^lificktioUs 
attached  in  its  very  creation  to  the  new  species  of  dower, 
and  awdn^gbt  th^m,  Subject  to  the  right  of  the  husband 
to  pY^event  her  doW^r  attaching  to  ati  eqtiitabb  estste  by 
a  shiipl^  declai-ation  to  the  contrary. 

The  limitation  of  the  estatie  to  u^6S  to  bar  doWe^ 
would  defeat  the  dower  under  tfacj  bid  law,  atfd  ih^ 
declaration  against  dowet  Would  pii^Vent  its  attaching 
under  the  he^,  so  that,  iil  both  Ways,  the  Plaintiff's 
right  is  bantfd. 

Ml*.  Fdlkit,  in  reply.    The  2hd  s^ct.  ibiist  ht  te&A 

together 
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together  with  the  6th,  the  latter  being,  in  fact,  an  excep- 
tion out  of  the  former^  and  to  give  the  latter  an  excla- 
sively  prospective  operation  would  lead  to  great  absurdi- 
ties and  contradictions.  The  two  sections  taken  together 
give  dower  to  widows  out  of  their  husbands'  lands,  in 
all  cases  thereafter  generally,  except  where  it  is  declared 
that  they  are  not  to  have  it 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment 


Jufy  7.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
dower  out  of  the  real  estate  of  her  husband,  and  depends 
on  the  construction  of  the  Dower  Act. 

Two  things  are  quite  clear,  first,  that  if  the  words, 
"  to  the  intent  that  the  then  present  or  any  future  wife 
of  Thomas  W.  Fry  might  not  be  entitled  to  dower"  had 
been  omitted  from  the  deed  of  1827,  the  Plaintiff  would 
have  been  entitled  to  dower  :  and  next,  that  if  the  deed 
with  these  wordd  had  been  executed  since  the  Dower 
Act,  the  widow  would  have  been  barred. 

The  clauses  which  affect  this  question  are  the  2nd, 
the  6th  and  14tb.  The  2nd  and  14th  are  relied  on  by 
the  widow,  and  the  6th  is  relied  on  by  the  heir  at  law. 
Now,  if  the  2nd  clause  stood  alone,  the  wife's  right  to 
dower  would  have  been  clear,  for  here  the  husband  died 
beneficially  entitled  to  land,  for  an  estate  equal  to  an 
estate  of  inheritance  in  possession,  under  the  ordinary 
limitations  to  bar  dower.  By  the  6th  sect,  it  is  enacted, 
that  the  widow  shall  not  be  entitled  to  dower  where  the 
conveyance  declares  she  shall  not,  and  on  reference  to 
this  conveyance,  it  settles  the  matter  against  the  widow 

because, 
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because  it  contains  this  express  declaration,  ''  that  the  1855. 
then  present  or  any  future  wife  of  Thomas  W.  Fry  shall 
not  be  entitled  to  dower*'  out  of  such  lands.  It  is  con* 
tended,  however,  that  these  words  in  the  6th  sect,  are 
prospective  and  relate  only  to  deeds  which  are  to  be 
executed  after  the  passing  of  this  Act.  The  words  of 
the  clause  are  ambiguous,  it  says,  ''  when  in  the  deed 
by  which  such  land  was  conveyed  to  him,"  (that  does 
not  appear  to  be  prospective,  but  to  relate  to  every 
species  of  deed,)  "  or  by  any  deed  executed  by  him," 
(that  may  mean  which  has  been,  or  hereafter  may  be, 
executed  by  him,)  <^  it  shall  be  declared"  (that  is,  that 
the  deed  shall  declare).  I  do  not  think  it  absolutely 
necessary  to  determine  whether  this  clause  is  prospective 
or  not,  in  the  view  I  take  of  this  case ;  but  it  is  clear 
that  by  itself  it  might  be  applied  to  existing  deeds  as 
well  as  to  deeds  thereafter  to  be  executed. 

It  was  also  argued,  that,  as  the  2nd  clause  was 
retrospective,  it  is  reasonable  enough  that  this  clause 
should  also  be  retrospective ;  because,  though  it  affects 
only  the  case  of  widows  who  were  married  subsequently 
to  the  passing  of  the  Act,  yet  it  affects  deeds  conveying 
property  to  husbands  who  have  married  these  women 
subsequently  to  the  passing  of  the  Act,  and  therefore 
has  a  retrospective  effect  on  those  deeds. 

The  effect  of  this  clause  cannot  be  fully  understood 
without  reading  the  14th  sect.,  which  is  the  section  on 
the  construction  of  which  this  case  principally  turns. 
The  1 4th  sect,  is  by  no  means  expressed  with  clearness; 
and  the  argument  against  the  widow  is,  that  the  whole 
intention  of  the  14th  sect,  cannot  be  to  give  to  a  widow 
a  right  to  dower  not  previously  existing,  and  that  the 
effect  of  the  clause  in  the  statute  must  be  taken  to  be, 
in  a  broad  common  sense  view,  to  leave  the  existing 

rights 
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1^^.  rights  1^  they  were  without ;  and  that  ^e  con«tructioD 
suggested  of  giving  the  6th  sect,  an  ex^luaiv^ely  pro- 
spective operatioi^  would  lead  to  absMrditiie^  ^nd  coo- 


Fry 


No*.vfr      tradiction^. 


Tb^  r^uU  of  the  co/Qsideration  which  I  hf  ve  giveu 
tp  th^  9t^tute  leads  me  to  the  cp^clus^pn^  (hat,  in  the 
pifl^nt  c^^4  ^fi  ^idpi(ir  is  entitled  to  dower.  The  2Dd 
secf.  st^ding  ^Ipne  clearly  giyes  Ui  ctnd  {  do  not  fipd 
anj^jng  syhf^t^^o^  \9  <^^  it  down. 

}(  ibfi  dfted  in  tt^is  p^se  h^d  on^itted  th^  declaraiioo 
agoii^^  iip^^>  't  ^  obvious  that  tl^e  ^tatyt^  would  ha¥e 
ha4  ^  ratrospective  effect  upo^fi  it,  and  would  have  given 
t](\e  ivife  a  right  to  her  dower.  The  addition  of  this  d^r 
dan^tipni  in  fact,  adds  nothing  to  the  deed  itself;  for  if 
the  deed  bad  contained  th^t  declaration  alone  without 
any  sufficient  limitation  to  uses  to  bar  dower,  it  is  obvious 
that  the  dower  would  have  attached  totally  indepepd^t 
of  the  Act,  and  that  the  1 4th  sect,  would  have  prevented 
the  6th  sect,  from  applying  so  as  to  deprive  the  widow  of 
her  dower,  to  which,  but  for  the  Act,  she  would  have 
been  entitled.  The  statute,  therefore,  appears  to  me  to 
be  very  much  to  this  effect : — ^The  2nd  sect,  gives  the 
dower  to  the  wife  in  every  case  where  the  husband  of  a 
wife  married  subsequently  to  the  1st  of  January,  1834, 
has  an  estate  equal  to  an  estate  of  inheritance.  Then 
the  6th  sect,  says,  that  the  wife's  dower  is  to  be  taken 
away  whenever  there  shall  be  in  the  conveyance  of  the 
land  a  declaration  that  she  shall  not  be  entitled  to 
dower.  This  section  leaving  it  doubtful  whether  tl^e  de- 
claration is  to  be  prospective  only,  or  prospective  and 
retrospective  also,  the  14th  sect,  says,  "but  tj^i^  Act 
shall  not  give  to  any  deed  executed  before  the  Ist  of 
January,  1834,  the  effect  of  defeating  or  prejudicing 
any  right  to  dower." 

I  read 


V. 
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I  read  the  enactments  very  inucb  as  if  tbey  w^re  thris^       IggS. 
Acts  of  ParliameDt  instead  of  three  clauses.    Tl^e  l^f 
gives  the  dower^  the  2nd  te^kps  it  ^w^y,  fa|u(  the  3/4 
says^  that  a  prior  deed  is  to  have  no  operatioa  at  all       ^P.M*^ 
in  defeating  dower.     Indepenc^ently  pf  t^e  6tb  i^ept., 
she  appeftrs  to  me  to  be  ei^^tf^d  to  her  dpw^r,  upc)  i  ^ 
am  of  opinion  that  the  14th  sec^  prev^^^  the  6tb  ^e^t, 
or  the  declacatiop  in  the  deed,  fro^oi  having  ^py  opera- 
tion or  effect 

Although  I  was  a  member  of  the  legislature  at  the 
time  this  act  passed,  and  took  some  part  in  the  dis- 
cussion of  the  real  property  statutes  which  then  pa^^^d^ 
I  am  uqable  to  state  what  moitiye  the  l^gisl^t^|re  h^  ia 
providing  that  the  ordinary  us^  \q  bar  dovve^ri  yrbicl^ 
expressed  aa  intention  that  dower  should  not  ^t^aphj 
should  for  the  future  have  no  qperation,  find  yet  ^JIqvvt 
ing  a  simple  declaration,  in  another  form  of  words,  to 
have  that  eflfect.  It  is  somewhat  difficult  to  understand, 
where  the  intention  is  clear,  why  the  legislature  should 
have  preferred  one  mode  of  expressing  that  intention 
to  another.  It  appears  som^yvhat  caprjciqus,  b^t  1  can 
only  construe  the  Act  as  I  find  it.  It  seems  to  be  pretty 
clear  that  the  real  property  commissioners,  from  whom 
this  statute  originated,  seem  to  have  had  an  intention 
of  putting  an  end  to  dower  altogether ;  but  they  found 
this  either  difficult  or  impossible,  and  instejad  of  doing 
so  suggested  this  modification  of  it. 

However,  the  result  of  my  opinion  on  this  case,  which 
I  presume  was  never  contemplated  by  the  framers  of  this 
Act,  is,  that  the  widow  is  entitled  to  her  dower. 


Mr.  Follett  asked  for  the  costs  of  the  suit,  contend- 
ing that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  tp  them,  because  the 

question 
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1866.  question  raised  was  a  question  of  right  to  dower;  and 
that  there  was  no  such  thing  as  a  legal  remedy  for 
dower  under  this  Act  of  Parliament. 

Mr.  iZ.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Stevens,  contrd.    Under  th& 

,old  practice,  in  suits  for  dower,  each  party  bears  bis. 

own  costs  (a),  unless  where  a  vexatious  defence  is  8el=. 

up;   Bamford  v.  Bamford{b).     The  right  is  just  aa 

much  legal  here  as  it  was  before. 

The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

The  estate  was  in  this  case  conveyed  to  uses  to  bar 

dower.     It  is  a  legal  estate,  in  fact  the  dower  was  not 

barred  by  creating  a  trust  estate,  but,  by  conveying  it  to 

uses  to  bar  dower  it  is  a  legal  estate.    Still  I  should 

.  wish  the  practice  to  be  looked  into. 


July  11.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  looked  into  this  matter,  and  I  am  of  opinion 
that  this  is  a  case  in  which  the  costs  ought  to  be  allowed 
to  the  Plaintiff.  This  is  not,  in  fact,  one  of  the  cases 
in  which,  upon  an  undisputed  question,  the  Plaintiff 
comes  merely  for  the  purpose  of  having  partition,  or 
the  dowable  lands  set  out  by  metes  and  bounds ;  but  it 
is,  in  truth,  a  disputed  right  to  the  dower,  resisted  upon 
grounds  which  failed,  though  I  admit  the  question  was 
one  of  considerable  nicety,  and  justified  the  Defendant 
in  contesting  the  Plaintiff's  right.  But  I  repeat  the 
observation  which  Lord    Cottenham   frequently  made, 

that 
(a)  Beamei  on  Costs,  35,  36.  (6)  5  Hare,  203. 
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"vvhich  Lord  Cottenham  frequently  made,  that  the  mere 
fact  of  a  case  being  one  of  difficulty,  (unless  the  diffi- 
<!ulty  is  created  by  a  testator,  and  his  estate  can  be 
made  to  pay  for  it,)  is  not  a  sufficient  ground  for  say- 
ing, that  the  person  who  is  in  the  right  shall  not  recover 
"what  he  claims,  together  with  the  costs  to  which  he  has 
1>een  subjected  in  obtaining  it. 

I  must,  however,  say,  that  the  conduct  of  the  De- 
fendant appears  to  me  to  have  been  as  proper  as  it 
^as  possible  to  be,  and  I.  have  no  sort  of  objection  to 
make,  either  to  the  correspondence  or  to  the  course 
which  he  has  taken.  However,  viewing  the  case  in  the 
most  favourable  manner  for  the  Defendant,  still  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  her  costs. 


Note. — AfBrmed  by   the  Lords  Justices,    December  11,  1855; 
Lord  Justice  Turner^  dubUante, 


SPORLE  V.  WHAYMAN. 


July  20,  23. 
TN  Augustf  1864,  the  Plaintiff,  Sporle,  signed  a  joint  Title  deeds 
•^  and  several  promissory  note  for  payment,  on  demand,  T^'le  De^ 

to  a  benefit  society  of  160/.,  and  of  interest  monthly,      fendant  with 

the  Plaintiff  as 
an  indemnity 
This  sum  was  borrowed  for  the  benefit  of  Whayman  against  contin- 

firent  pav~ 

and  another,  and  Sporle  was  a  mere  surety.    To  indem-  ments,  bat 

nify  Sporle.  Whayman  deposited  with  him  the  title  deeds  ^^^^  was  no 
J     tr        ^  i>  r  agreement  to 

of  his  copyhold  estate.    There  was  no  written  memo-  execute  a  for- 
randum  of  deposit,  and  the  precise  terms  on  which  the  BleforertS^^ 

deeds  Plaintiff  bad 
made  any  pay- 
ment, be  filed  a  bill  to  have  a  formal  mortgage  executed.    Held,  that  he  was  not 
entitled  thereto,  but  only  to  a  memorandum,  signed  by  the  Defendant,  spedfying  the 
terms  of  the  deposit. 

TOL.  ZX.  R  R 
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deeds  were  deposited  were  disputed ;  but,  on  tlie  con- 
flicting evidencey  the  Court  came  to  the  conclusion,  that 
the  Defendant  had  entered  into  no  obligation  to  execute 
any  formal  mortgage,  until  the  Plaintiff  should  be  called 
on  to  pay  the  money  for  which  he  bad  become  suiety. 

Instalments  of  the  principal  sum  borrowed  were,  ac- 
cording to  the  regulations  of  the  benefit  society,  payable 
monthly,  and  such  instalments  and  the  interest  were 
regularly  paid,  and  the  Plaintiff  had  not,  as  yet,  been 
called  on  to  pay  anything.  Notwithstanding  this,  how- 
ever, the  Plaintiff  insisted  on  the  Defendant's  executing 
a  formal  legal  mortgage  of  the  copyholds.  The  Defendant 
neglected  to  do  so,  and  the  Plaintiff  thereupon  filed  this 
bill,  praying  a  specific  performance,  by  the  Defendant, 
of  the  alleged  agreement  between  him  and  the  Plaintiff, 
to  execute  a  mortgage  of  the  copyhold  hereditaments, 
with  all  proper  covenants  and  provisions  for  the  Plain- 
tiff's indemnity,  pursuant  (as  the  Plaintiff  alleged)  to  the 
agreement,  and  to  do  all  things  necessary  and  proper  for 
the  purpose  of  giving  the  Plaintiff  a  valid  and  effectual 
mortgage. 

Mr.  Eddis,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Hardy,  for  the  Defendant. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


My  23.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

After  reading  the  affidavits,  I  think  that  the  Plaintiff 
has  asked  for  more  than  he  is  entitled  to,  and  that  the 
Defendant  has  refused  that  which  he  is  bound  to  give. 

The 


Sporle 
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The  state  of  the  case  is  this : — Whayman  and  another  1855. 
person,  wanting  to  borrow  a  sum  of  money  from  a  benefit 
society,  induced  the  Plaintiff  and  another  to  give  a  joint 
and  sereral  promissory  note  to  the  secretary  of  the  society  Whatmam. 
to  secure  the  repayment  of  the  money.  The  mode  of 
paying  off  the  debt  was  this  : — They  were  to  pay  a  sum 
for  interest  every  month,  and  in  addition,  they  were  to 
pay  monthly  instalments  for  six  years,  until  the  prin- 
cipal and  interest  had  been  fully  paid  off.  The  Plain- 
tiff, though  he  received  no  part  of  the  money,  consented 
to  sign  this  joint  and  several  promissory  note,  provided 
he  should  be  indemnified  by  having  a  deposit  of  the  title 
deeds  of  some  copyholds  to  secure  him.  [^i^  Honor 
here  examined  the  conflicting  testimony  as  to  the  terms  on 
which  they  were  to  be  deposited j  and  proceeded,'] 

The  result  seems  to  be  this: — There  was  an  agreement 
that  the  title  deeds  of  the  copyholds  should  be  an  in- 
demnity against  anything  the  Plaintifi*  should  be  called 
on  to  pay ;  but  1  am  satisfied,  from  the  affidavits,  that 
there  was  no  intention  that  a  formal  deed  should  be 
executed;  the  effect  of  which  would  be  to  put  the 
Defendant  to  a  great  expense;  this  he  never  con- 
templated, but  merely  that  the  deeds  should  be  simply 
deposited. 

The  Plaintiff  wants  to  preserve  evidence  of  the  terms, 
of  the  deposit;  I  think  he  is  entitled  to  have  it  in  writing, 
in  order  to  make  it  efiectual,  if  he  should  ever  be  called 
on  to  pay  the  promissory  note.  His  right  is  clear,  for 
suppose,  after  the  lapse  of  four  or  five  years,  the  Plain- 
tifi"  should  be  called  on  to  pay  any  part  of  the  debt,  if 
the  Defendant  were  dead,  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
might  then  be  contested.  This  Court  daily  sees  the 
great  inconvenience  which  arises  from  depositing  deeds 
without  clear  written  evidence  of  what  it  is  to  secure. 

R  R  2  Thinking 
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1856.  .        Tbinkiog  tfaitjaic  Plaintiff  fa  eotided>»|>iift 

in  writing,  I  have  then  specifinlly  to  perfiMrm  Ae  ■gHM( 
menty  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Pkintiff  m^a^6Afd 
to  receive  a  memorandum  signed  by  the  JDdfaiMiatt^* 
specifying  the  terms  on  which  the  title  deeds  weve  de- 
posited. I  shall  direct  him  to  sign  such  memoimiiJhuD« 
and  the  terms  of  it  must  be  settled  in  Cftttmbefs  if  the 
parties  disagree. 

I  give  no  costs. 


ROLFE  V.  CHESTER. 
Jiify25,81. 

Since  die         jnEORGE  BUTTER,  in  June,  1848,  mortgaged 

e.104,  amort^  Certain  copyhold  or  customary  hereditaments  to 

mee  of  copy-  jif^  j^^  to  secure  the  sum  of  160/.,  with  a  power  of 

holds  may  tack       .  *^     ,  .        .«■     «        i  .      -mT-  »        i.^^a    n  * 

a  simple  con-  sale.  By  his  will,  dated  m  November,  1860,  kmUUt  de- 
tract debt  to     ^iggj  ^jjg  hereditaraents,  subject  to  his  foneral  expenses, 

his  mortgage  '        •*  "^ 

debt,  as  against  to  the  PlaintifT,  Jane  Rolfe,  for  lire,  and  after  herde- 

heU^or  ^d™*^^   cease,  to  his  granddaughter,  the  Plaintiff  Georgina  Maria 

visee,  but  not    Rutter,  for  life,  and  after  her  decease,  he  directed  the 

cialty  credi-      whole  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  divided  among  his 

tors.   It  seems  grandchildren.    He  appointed  Jane  Rolfe  and  Joseph 

mortgagee        Crump  his  executors, 
may  tack  a 
simple  con- 

bwjt  debt  to         The  testator  died  in  January,  1853,  leaving  six  grand- 
bis  mortgage  .  .  .... 

debt  as  against  children,  who  were  infants  and  Plaintiffs  in  this  suit, 
the  beir,  de- 
visee or  exe- 

the^i^uiW^'  In  March,  1865,  Ann  Ives  transferred  the  mortgage 
redemption  is  to  the  Defendant,  Charles  Chester,  without  the  know- 
hands  for  pay-  'edge  of  the  Plaintiffs,  and  he  was  admitted  to  the  pro- 

ment  of  simple  perty.  The  Plaintiffs'  solicitor,  on  the  17th  of  AprU, 
contract  debto.   ^      ^  '  ,^     . 

tendered 


ROLFE 

r. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  611 

tendered  to  Chester  160/.,  and  3/.  interest,  but  Chester  1855. 
refused  the  tender,  unless  he  was  also  paid  a  simple  con- 
tract debt  of  159/.  4«.  1 1^.  due  to  him  from  the  testator. 
Chester  had,  by  administration  summons,  filed  on  the  Chester. 
24th  of  June^  1863,  commenced  the  suit  of  Chester  v. 
Rolfe^  in  which  an  order  had  been  made,  on  the  7th  of 
July,  1853,  for  an  account  of  what  was  due  to  him  and 
the  other  creditors  of  the  testator,  and  for  an  account  of 
the  testator's  personal  estate,  but  no  certificate  had  been 
made  in  pursuance  of  the  order. 

This  bill,  filed  by  Jane  Rolfe^  Joseph  Crump  and  the 
six  infants,  prayed  an  account  of  what  was  due  on  the 
mortgage  for  principal  and  interest,  after  deducting  the 
rents  and  profits  received  by  Chester^  who  was  in  pos- 
session, or  which,  but  for  his  wilful  default,  might  have 
been  received,  and  that  on  payment  of  what  should  be 
found  due,  the  Defendant,  Chester^  might  transfer  the 
mortgaged  premises  to  some  one  in  trust  for  such  of  the 
Plaintiffs  as  should  pay  the  same ;  and  that  if  anything 
was  to  be  raised  out  of  the  hereditaments  for  payment 
of  testator's  debts,  the  same  might  be  raised  by  mort- 
gage, and  for  an  injunction  and  receiver. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Busk^  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
asked  for  the  ordinary  decree,  and  that  the  interest  on 
the  mortgage  debt  should  cease  from  the  date  of  the 
refusal  to  accept  the  tender. 

Mr.  Lhyd  and  Mr.  W,  G.  Collins,  contrd,  contended 
that  Chester  had  a  right  to  tack  his  simple  contract 
debt  to  the  mortgage  debt.  They  relied  upon  Coleman 
V.  Winch  (a),  and  cited  Bythewood  by  Jarman  (A). 

Mr. 

(a)  1  P.  Wm,  775 ;  Prcr .  Ch.  51 1 .         (6)  Vol.  5,  p.  440, 3rd  edit. 


cMBt  iv  cHAiraanr. 

JBufiMCa),  in  »Ueb  Loiri  SI.  f  wwtfuMJ,  «TfcitiHi|ii 
•itnndy  qaMtionable  wbcther,  cmo  wm*  lhB.«tatplB 
<8  *  4  iraL  4^  c  104), «  puty  niwld  te  paniMad  to 
tMk  A  niBBle  contract  ibbt  to  his  OMirtfliflik''  BaaJw 
»tig«B4p4lMittbiieafl0^  not  eoiM  vilim  4lit  mm- 
iiq;  flf  CUnMM  v«  191m4  fer,  at  to  Mi9^ 
Wifln  4^  €*  1(M^  nade  theoi  MWti^  ia  ^^^  ^atlff  t^v 

deriieet  liable  mily  to  a  aiiil  in  aqii^|r4Uid  Ml  toMf 
kgal  piooewy  and  tberefere  giving  to  Ibe  craffitor  no 
lagai  righto  and  imposing  on  the  caatottaigr  heiiQi^be., 
no  kjgal  obligation.  That  the  Hght  to  tack  oidy  mrtad 
wheie  the  |)enon  coming  to  ledoem  was  liable  to  piqr  tlM 
two  debtor  and  here  the  devisees  were  not  boond  to  fmjp 
and  the  etatote  made  the  estoto  asseto,  only  in  case  and 
to  the  extent  of  the  deficiency  of  the  fMiso&al  estattt» 

fSe  lUsRB  of  lAt  Boua. 

I  think  that  the  principle  stated  by  Lord  Maa^tgfiM, 
in  Coleman  v.  Wincfi{b),  establishes  the  r^^  o£  tlM 
mortgagee  to  tack  the  simple  contract  debt,  fie  iaya^ 
*^  The  bond  of  the  ancestor^  wherein  the  heir  is  boand, 
becomes^  upon  the  ancestor's  death,  the  heir's  own 
debt,  for  which  he  is  suable  in  the  debet  and  deltnet, 
and,  therefore,  if  he  comes  to  redeem  the  mortgage 
made  by  his  ancestor,  he  must  pay  the  debt  by  bond  as 
well  as  that  by  mortgage/'  '*  Suppose  one  be  indd>ted 
to  ^.  by  mortgage  of  a  term  for  years,  and  also  in- 
debted to  him  by  bond,  if  on  the  death  of  the  mort- 
gagor, his  executor  brings  a  bill  to  redeem  the  mortgage, 
he  must  pay  both."  **  So  if  the  testator,  being  pee- 
sessed  of  a  term,  mortgages  it  to  il.,  and  becomes  also 

indebted 
(«)  2  Dr.  4^  War.  p.  190.         (b)  1  P.  Wm.  p.  776 ;  Free.  Ch.  30. 
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indebted  to  A.  by  simple  contract  and  dies,  his  executor, 
l>ringing  a  bill  to  redeem,  shall  pay  both  the  mortgage 
and  the  debt  by  simple  contract,  because  the  very 
equity  of  redemption  is  assets  to  pay  simple  contract 
debts ;  but  if  any  creditor  of  the  testator  brings  a  bill 
to  redeem  this  mortgage,  he  shall  pay  only  the  mort- 

That  judgment  is  very  comprehensive,  and  includes 
all  the  cases;  it  in  fact  decides,  that  where  the  heir, 
devisee  or  executor  files  a  bill  to  redeem,  the  mortgagee 
is  entitled  to  tack  his  simple  contract  debt  to  the  mort- 
gage, whenever  the  equity  of  redemption  is  assets  for 
the  payment  of  simple  contract  debts.  Here  the  statute 
expressly  makes  the  copyholds  assets  for  the  payment 
of  simple  contract  debts,  exactly  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  they  were  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  heir,  and  as  if 
the  debts  were  by  specialty  and  binding  on  the  heir. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  in  this  case,  the  De- 
fendant is  entitled  to  tack  the  simple  contract  debt  to 
his  mortgage  debt,  and  that  the  ordinary  decree  to  re- 
deem must  be  made,  unless  the  parties  agree  upon  a 
sale. 


After  some  discussion,  this  cause  was  ordered  to  be      July  31. 
in  the  paper  to  come  on  with  the  cause  of  Chester  v. 
JRolfe,  on  the  31st  of  July,  and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
then  expressed  an  opinion  that  the  Defendant  could  not 
>^tack  as  against  the  specialty  creditors. 
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1866. 


GIBSON  V.  SEAGRIM. 

June  23,  25. 

Two  pro-  TN  1861,  Charles  Seagrim  mortgaged  certain  real 
?^were  mort-  estate  to  Henry  Johnson^  with  a  power  of  sale,  to 
gaged  to  ^.,  secure  1,200/.  Afterwards,  in  1862,  Sea^rtm  mortgaged 
X  done  was  the  same  estate  to  Godwin  to  secure  700/.,  and  by  deed 
R^'^'1?W  ^  ^^  ®^®°  ^^'^  transferred  ten  shares  in  the  Winchester  Gas 
that  B.  i8  en-  Light  and  Coke  Company,  by  way  of  additional  security, 
titled  to  bave 
the  securities 
marshalled,  so       In  1863,  Seagrim  mortgaged  all  his  lands,  including 

A.'t  mortgage,  those  in  the  former  mortgage,  to  the  Plaintiff,  but  the 

in  the  first  in-   m^g  shares  were  not  comprised  in  the  security.    On  the 

stance,  on  . 

estate  F.  17th  August^  1863,  the  Plaintiffs  instituted  the  present 

suit  to  realize  their  securities,  and  they  registered  the  suit 

as  a  lis  pendens,  in  pursuance  of  the  act  (a). 

On  the  10th  October,  1863,  Seagrim  became  bankrupt 
and  his  assignees  were  made  parties  to  the  suit. 

On  the  4th  November,  1853,  the  first  mortgagees  sold 
the  real  estate  included  in  their  mortgage  for  1,896/., 
and,  after  paying  themselves,  they  handed  over  the  sur- 
plus to  Godwin,  who  applied  it  in  part  payment  of  his 
mortgage  debt,  and  he  then,  on  the  13th  December, 
1853,  sold  the  gas  shares,  and,  having  paid  himself  in 
full,  handed  over  the  balance  (being  about  206/.  IO5.  Id.) 
to  the  assignees  of  Seagrim.  The  Plaintiffs  claimed  to 
have  this  sum  applied  in  satisfaction  of  their  debt,  in 
lieu  of  the  surplus  of  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate  in- 
tercepted by  Godwin. 

The 
(a)  2&3  VicLc.  11. 
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The  question  was  adjourned  from  chambers  for  argu-        1856. 
"^Dent  in  Court 

Mr.  JR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Giffard,  for  the  Plaintiff. 
Godwin  had  two  securities,  the  estate  and  the  gas  shares, 
while  the  Plaintiff  had  one  only,  viz.  the  estate.  The 
principle  of  marshalling  is  therefore  applicable,  and  the 
Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  require  that  Godwin  should  be 
paid  out  of  the  gas  shares  alone,  so  as  to  exonerate  the 
real  estate  for  the  Plaintiff's  benefit. 

The  principle  is  laid  down  by  IjOtA  Hardwicke^  in 
Lanoy  v.  The  Duke  of  Athol {a) -.—Re  says,  "The 
Duchess  has  two  funds,  real  and  personal  assets,  to 
answer  her  demands  ;  the  Plaintiff  has  only  one.  Is  it 
not  then  the  constant  equity  of  this  Court,  that  if  a 
creditor  has  two  funds,  he  shall  take  his  satisfaction 
out  of  that  fund  upon  which  another  creditor  has  no 
lien.  Suppose  a  person,  who  has  two  real  estates, 
mortgages  both  to  one  person,  and  afterwards  only 
one  estate  to  a  second  mortgagee,  who  had  no  notice 
of  the  first,  the  Courts,  in  order  to  relieve  the  second 
mortgagee,  have  directed  the  first  to  take  his  satisfaction 
out  of  that  estate  only  which  is  not  in  mortgage  to  the 
second  mortgagee,  if  that  is  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  first 
mortgage,  in  order  to  make  room  for  the  second  mort- 
gagee, even  though  the  estates  descended  to  two  diffe- 
rent persons.  And,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion,  that,  so 
far  as  will  secure  the  Plaintiff  her  6,000/.  fortune,  she 
ought  to  be  considered  as  a  creditor,  and  entitled  to  turn 
the  Duchess  upon  the  copyhold  and  personal  estates." 

Lord  Eldon  adopts  similar  language,  in  Aldrich  v. 
Cooper (b): — "The  Court  has  said,  and  the  principle 

is 
(o)  2  Atk.  p.  446.  (b)  8  Vei.  p.  391. 
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is  repeated  very  distinctly  in  the  Attomey^General  v. 
Tyndall(a\  that,  if  a  creditor  has  two  funds,  the  in^ 
terest  of  the  debtor  shall  not  be  regarded,  but  the 
creditor,  having  two  funds,  shall  take  to  that,  which ^ 
paying  him,  will  leave  another  fund  for  another  cre^ 
ditor." 

He  subsequently,  in  giving  an  illustration  of  the  rule, 
instances  this  very  case : — 

He  says  (A),  "  Suppose  another  case  : — two  estates 

mortgaged  to  il. ;  and  one  of  them  mortgaged  to  B, 

He  has  no  claim  under  the  deed  upon  the  other  estate. 

It  may  be  so  constructed,  that  he  could  not  affect  that 

estate  after  the  death  of  the  mortgagor.     But  it  is  the 

ordinary  case  to  say,  a  person  having  two  funds  shall 

not,  by  his  election,  disappoint  the  party  having  only  one 

fund ;  and  equity,  to  satisfy  both,  will  throw  him  who 

has  two  funds  upon  that  which  can  be  affected  by  him 

only,  to  the  intent  that  the  only  fund,  to  which  the 

other  has  access,  may  remain  clear  to  him.     This  has 

been  carried   to  a  great  extent  in  bankruptcy."      In 

Baldwin  v.  Belcher  (c),  Sir  Edward  Sugden  states  the 

rule  to  be  perfectly  settled.     His  language  is  this: — 

"The  rule  of  law  is  perfectly  settled.     If  there  are  two 

creditors  who  have  taken  securities  for  their  respective 

debts,  and  the  security  of  first  creditor  ranges  over  two 

funds,  while  the  security  of  the  other  is  confined  to  one 

of  those  funds,  the  Court  will  arrange  or  marshal  the 

assets,  so  as  to  throw  the  person  who  has  two  funds 

liable  to  his  demand  on  that  which  is  not  liable  to  the 

debt  of  the  second  creditor."    The  same  rule  is  adopted 

in  Averall  v.  Wade(d)\  Hughes  v.  Williams  {e).     The 

case 

(a)  Amh,  614.  {d)  LL  4  Goo.  {temp.  Sugden), 

(6)  8  Ves.p.SOi.  252. 

(c)  3  Or.  4  War.  176.  (c)  3  Mac.  Sg  Gor.  p.  690. 
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case  of  Barnes  v.  Maester  (a)  will  be  cited  oq  the  other 
side,  but  the  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  JBruce  expret^^ly 
states,  that  his  concliision  iq  that  case  is  **  entirely  in 
accordance  with  the  principles  on  which  Lanoy  v.  The 
Duke  of  Atholy  AldricA  v.  Cooper  and  Averall  v.  Wade 
were  decided." 

Mr.  C  C.  Barber,  for  the  assignees,  contra.  This  is  a 
mere  foreclosure  suit,  in  which  the  Plaintiff  would  have 
been  simply  entitled  to  redeem  the  prior  mortgages  and 
foreclose  the  mortgagor ;  it  raises  no  particular  equity. 
Tlie  first  and  second  mortgagees  have  realized  their 
securities,  as  they  were  entitled  to  do,  and  the  surplus 
of  th6  gas  shares  has  been  handed  over  to  the  as- 
signees; this  was  quite  proper,  for  the  Plaintiff  never 
had  any  interest  in  those  shares.  The  prior  mortgages 
have  been  discharged,  there  is  now  no  account  to  be 
taken,  and  the  fund  is  no  longer  in  medio,  but  in  the 
hands  of  the  assignees,  and  as  in  the  case  of  by-gone 
rents  received  by  a  mortgagor,  no  account  can  now 
be  given.  The  Plaintiff  has  no  peculiar  equity  to  be 
paid  in  preference  to  the  other  creditors  of  the  mort- 
gagor, the  utmost  relief  to  which  he  can  be  entitled 
is,  to  order  the  prior  mortgages  to  be  paid  pari  passu 
out  of  the  two  funds,  as  was  done  in  Barnes  v.  JRac- 
ster{u).  In  that  case,  there  were  two  properties.  Fox- 
hall  and  No.  32.  Foxhall  alone  was  mortgaged  first 
to  Barnes,  and  then  to  Hartwright.  After  this,  Foz^ 
haU  and  No,  32  were  mortgaged  first  to  Barnes  and 
then  to  Williams.  Foxhall  being  insufficient  to  pay 
the  first  mortgage,  but  No.  32  being  sufficient  to  pay 
both  of  Barnes  s  mortgages,  Hartwright  insisted,  as 
against  Williams,  that  Barnes  should  be  paid  out  of 
No.  32  alone,  in  order  to  exonerate  Foxhall,  and  thus 

leave 
(a)  1  r.  *  Co//.  C.C.  401. 


€17 
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leave  sufficient  to  pay  Hartwrighfs  mortgage ;  but  the 
Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce  held,  that  it  was  not  a 
case  for  marshalling^  and  that  Barnes  must  be  paid 
pari  passu,  out  of  Foxhall  and  No.  32,  and  that  the 
residue  of  Foxhall  must  go  to  Hartwright,  and  the 
residue  of  No.  32  to  Williams.  The  reasoning  of  the 
y ice-Chancellor  shews,  that  the  mortgagor  and  Barnes 
together,  and  the  mortgagor  alone,  as  against  Bart- 
Wright,  might  have  made  a  valid  sale  or  mortgage  of 
No.  32. 


This  reasoning  applies  to  the  present  case  and  proves, 
that  the  payment  over  of  the  residue  to  the  assignees 
was  a  valid  irrevocable  payment. 

Mr.  Giffard,  in  reply,  alluded  to  Sober  v.  Kemp  (a). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment 


June  25.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  two  estates  ought  to  be 
marshalled.  I  can  have  no  doubt  that  if  these  secu- 
rities had  been  sold  by  the  direction  of  the  Court, 
and  the  money  had  been  paid  into  Court,  the  second 
mortgagee  would  not  have  been  allowed  to  exhaust  the 
proceeds  of  the  real  estate  in  paying  off  his  charge 
upon  it,  to  the  injury  of  the  Plaintiffs,  and  then  to 
hand  over  the  surplus  proceeds  of  the  gas  shares  to 
the  mortgagor,  or  to  his  assignees,  which  is  the  same 
thing,  and  thereby  enable  them  to  receive  something  to 
which  they  were  not  entitled.  On  the  contrary,  accord- 
ing 
(a)  6  Harty  155. 
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iDg  to  the  principle  laid  dowD  in  the  case  of  Baldwin  v.  1856. 
Belcher  (a);  Lanoy  v.  Duke  of  Athol{b)\  Aldrich  v. 
Cooper  {c)j  and  that  class  of  cases,  the  Court  will  order 
the  funds  to  be  marshalled;  but  I  agree  with  what 
was  decided  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce,  in 
Barnes  v.  Racster{d),  that  if  two  estates  are  mort- 
gaged to  A,,  and  one  is  afterwards  mortgaged  to  B., 
and  the  remaining  estate  is  afterwards  mortgaged  to 
C,  6.  has  no  equity  to  throw  the  whole  of  il.'*  mort- 
gage on  C*s  estate,  and  so  destroy  C.^s  security.  As 
between  B.  and  C,  A.  is  bound  to  satisfy  himself  the 
principal,  interest  and  costs  due  to  him  out  of  the  two 
estates  rateably,  according  to  the  respective  values  of 
such  two  estates,  and  thus  to  leave  the  surplus  proceeds 
of  each  estate  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  respective 
incumbrances  thereon.  But,  in  my  opinion,  that  rule 
does  not  apply  to  the  present  case,  to  which  a  different 
equity  is  applicable. 

It  is  obvious,  that  there  are  three  modes  of  dealing 
with  this  case,  the  first  is,  to  allow  the  Plaintiff  to  throw 
the  whole  of  the  second  mortgagee*s  charge  upon  the 
gas  shares,  and  make  them  solely  available  for  payment, 
the  second,  to  apportion  the  second  mortgage  rateably 
on  the  two  properties,  as  was  done  in  Barnes  v.  Racster, 
or  thirdly,  to  let  the  mortgagor  have  the  whole  surplus 
of  the  produce  of  the  gas  shares  afler  satisfying  the 
claim  of  the  second  mortgagee.  But,  in  my  opinion, 
neither  of  these  last  two  principles  apply  to  this  case. 
Here  a  mortgagor  having  mortgaged  two  properties  to 
one  person,  and  one  of  them  to  another,  and  the  se- 
curity of  the  latter  having  been  exhausted  by  the  prior 
mortgagee,  he  is  entitled  to  say,  as  against  the  mort- 
gagor, 

(a)  3  Dru.  4-  War.  173.  (c)  8  Vet.  382. 

(6)  2  Atk.  444.  {d)  1  Y.  if  CvU.  C.  C.  401. 


Smmi 


Idbn^  itf  what  wovld  faaw  been  the  eAel^  if  Ae 
floie  mkAmmmmst  orer  of  the  svrplas  had  takest  iAms» 
bdbra  atj^iuit  had  bcenr  inatitufedy  but  herai  the  4eev». 
reaerfea  &a>  queatkmi  aad  the  mat  hailing  bena  i«k 
ptiepid  a*  a  iu^  jMiNfeai  before  the  tale  tooh  placeyfaM 
iha  efiiBet  of  pwserniig'  all  the  eqnilieey  m  the  8«Mi 
raaaoeraa  if  the  PkiDliff  had  taken,  proceedinga  to  hmn 
iher  money' paki  ioto*  Court* 


f  an  erf  opiaiODi  that  ihe  Phitiififf  ia  entitled  to  bav«^ 
.  theSZQQl^,  nAich  ie  now  m  the  hands  of  the  aasigneei^ 
acppNed  la  payment  of  hn  mortgage  aeeurfty^  and  thai 
the  aeeond  incumbrancer  was  bound,  as  between  llle 
Plaintiff  and  the  mortgagor,  to  apply  the  gaa  aharee  hi 
the  first  instance  towards  the  dischaige  of  his  debt. 

I  will  certify  accordingly. 


Note.— See  Tiddy.  Litter,  10  Hare,  157. 
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SPYER  V.  HYATT.  Feb.  20. 

April  21, 
J3ICHARD  HYATT,  a  copyholder  of  the  manor  By  Sir  JoAfi 
^  of  Bensington,  in  the  county  of  Oxford,  died  in-  SSH'^^d" 
testate,  leaving  a  widow,  and  an  infant  son,  his  custo-  copyholds  of  a 

1    •  deceased  are 

•nary  heir.  nowi«eUfor 

the  payment 

The  Plaintiff,  a  creditor  of  the  intestate,  had  obtained  ^nj^  by^he 

the  usual   order  for  the  administration  of  the  estate.  I^owcrAct, 
_,  ,  n   t     -  ,./»..  alldebuto 

The  personal  estate  of  the  intestate  bemg  msumcient  to  which  the 

pay  the  debts,  the  Plaintiff  applied  for  an  order  for  the  ]^^^^^ 

absolute  sale  of  the  copyholds,  free  from  the  widow's  subject,  are 

freebench.     This    raised    the    question,    whether   the  effectual  as 

widow's  right   to   freebench   had   or  had  not  priority  against  the 

over  intestate's  debts.    The  intestate  had  never  been  widow,  to 

admitted.  dower."  Held, 

nevertheless, 
that  the 

Mr.  Sheffield,  for  the  Plaintiff.    The  statute  (3  &  4  ^  dower^**' 
WtlL  4,  c.  104)  makes   freehold,  customaryhold  and  freebench  has 
copyhold  estates  assets  for  the  payment  of  debts  on  over merecr©- 
simple  contract,  as  well  as  on  specialty.  The  5th  section  ^*^°^*  ^®" 
of  the  next  act  (the  Dower  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  105) 
enacts,  **  That  all  partial  estates  and  interests,  and  all 
charges  created  by  any  disposition  or  will  of  a  husband, 
and  all  debts,  incumbrances,  contracts  and  engagements, 
to  which  his  land  shall  be  subject  or  liable,  shall  be 
valid  and  effectual,  as  against  the  right  of  his  widow  to 
dower."    The  result  is,  that  the  first  act  subjects  the 
copyholds  to  the  intestate's  specialty  and  simple  contract 
debts,  and  the  second  act  gives  them  priority  over  the 
widow's  dower.    Copyholds  are  equally  within  the  mis- 
chief sought  to  be  remedied  by  the  Dower  Act,  and  it  is 

to 
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to  be  presumed,  that  the  legislature  did  not  mtend  to 
exclude  them  from  it.  It  is  true  that  the  Dower  Act 
makes  mention  of  "  dower"  only,  but  here  the  widow's 
interest  is  dower  by  the  custom  of  the  maiior^  and 
freebencb  is  therefore  within  the  act.  The  case  is  aaa-* 
logous  to  that  of  escheat,  uhere  the  lord  takes  subject 
to  debts.  In  £vans  v.  Brown  (<i),  a  testator  died 
without  heirs,  seised  of  freeholds^  which  he  bad  not 
charged  with  his  debts,  and  it  was  held^  as  against 
the  lord  claiming  by  escheat,  that  the  freeholds  were 
assets  for  payment  of  the  testator's  debts*  Again^ 
in  BcaU  v,  S^monds{b)f  a  person,  who  had  made  a 
mortgage  in  fee»  died  intestate  and  without  heirs,  and 
it  was  held,  that  the  equity  of  redemptioD  did  not 
escheat  to  the  Crown,  but  belonged  to  the  mortgageCj 
subject  to  the  mortgage  debt.  Since  the  alteration  of 
the  law  as  to  dower,  the  widow's  interest  in  the  free- 
holds is  subject  to  her  husband's  debts,  and  the  same 
rule  prevails  in  the  case  of  copyholds*  The  husband 
could  formerly  have  excluded  the  wife  from  freebencb 
by  act  inter  vivos  (c),  and  be  may  do  so  now  by  will 
Lastly,  the  widow's  right  to  freebencb  never  arose,  be- 
cause the  husband  was  not  admitted,  and  he  was  not 
therefore  seised  of  the  copyholds  at  his  death,  and  he 
could  not,  before  the  7  Will.  4  &  I  Vict.  c.  26  (Wills 
Act),  have  devised  them;  Wainewright  v.  Elwell{d)\ 
Doe  d.  Hamilton  v.  Clift  (e).  The  right  of  the  creditors, 
therefore,  attached  immediately  on  the  intestate*8  death, 
and  while  the  widow  had  no  interest  in  the  estate. 


Mr.  Martindale,  for  the  widow,  was  not  heard. 


(a)  5  Beav.U4, 
(6)  16  Beav.  406. 
(c)  1  Scriven  on  Copyholds^  90 ; 
Vaughan  d.  Atkins  ▼.  Atkint,  5 


Burrowty  2785. 

(d)  1  Madd.627. 

(e)  12  Ad.  ^  EU.  566. 


The 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  aoi  of  opinion  that  the  widow's  freebench  is  not 
subject  to  her  deceased  husband's  debts,  but  that  it  has 
priority  over  them.  If  the  argument  on  behalf  of  the 
Plaintiff  were  to  prevail,  it  would  follow,  that  where  a 
person,  seised  of  lands  out  of  which  his  wife  is  entitled 
to  dower,  dies  intestate,  the  creditors  could  take  the 
whole  of  the  land,  and  altogether  defeat  the  widow's 
dower;  but  they  cannot  do  so.  In  truth,  what  is 
claimed  by  or  comes  to  the  widow  was  no  part  of 
what  the  intestate  was  seised  of  at  his  death.  He  died 
seised  of  lands  subject  to  the  widow's  right  to  dower, 
and  it  is  only  that  which  became  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  his  debts. 

Freebench  stands  upon  the  same  footing,  and  is  not 
subject  to  the  husband's  debts. 

It  is  difficult  here  to  see  whether  the  widow  actually 
has  a  right  to  freebench  at  all ;  and  the  question  as  to 
the  custom  will  be  best  determined  upon  the  widow's 
application  to  be  admitted.  Let  the  case  stand  over  to 
allow  the  widow  to  apply  for  admission. 


The  widow  having  been  admitted,  the  usual  decree     AprU  21. 
was  made  for  the  sale  of  the  copyhold  estate,  subject  to 
her  freebench. 


VOL.  XX.  s  s 
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FREAM  V.  BOWLING. 

Jtify  24. 

A  testator        fTlHE  testator,  by  his  will  dated  in  1843,  gave  and 

aud%raonal  devised  to  his  three  trustees  (who  were  also  his 

estate  to  trus-    executors)  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  not  therein- 

tees,  and  di-  ,. 

rected  tbem  to  before  disposed  of,  upon   trust,  to  call  in  ail  money 

pay  the  in-       jjj  ^jjg  hands  of  his  bankers  at  the   time  of  his  de- 
come  to  his 
wife  for  life,      cease,  and  the  debts  due  to  him  and  not  then  invested 

death  to  sell     ^^  interest,  and  thereout,  in  the  first  place,  to  pay  his 

his  real  estate,  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  the 

the  money  to     charges  of  proving  his  will,  and  retain  to  themselves 

arise  there-        jg/^  ]Qg  each,  and  invest  the  residue,  and  to  pay  to  bis 

from,  in  the  .  .   .  .   . 

first  place/*  to  wife  the  dividends  thereof,  and  the  rents,  dividends  and 

and  C  the        '^^''^s^  ^^  ^^'^  Other  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects 
following  during  her  life,  and  after  her  decease,  upon  trust,  abso- 

dfying  them),    Cutely  to  sell  his  real  estate,  **  and  shall  (proceeded  the 

and  upon  trust  will)  out  of  the  money   to  arise  therefiom.  in  the  first 
to  invest  "  the      ,  irn  •  t^xj 

remainder  of     place^  pay  the  following  sums,  rir.,  to  Mary  Learwooa 

the  money  to     15Q/     ^^  T/iomas  Clarkstone  200/.,  to   William  Clark- 

anse  from  ' 

such  sale,"        stone  200/.    and    to   James    Clarkstone    100/.,"  and    a 

sesseVthereoT  """^t^^'*  ^^  other  legacies ;  and  he  directed  his  trustees 

and  of  his  per-  and  executors  to  pay  the  legacy  duty  which  would  be 

trust  to  pay  cei^  payable  in  respect  of  all  the  said  several  legacies.     And 

tain  annuities,    ^p^n  further  trust,  that  his  said  trustees  "should   lay 

and  he  gave  '  , 

the  residue        out  and  invest  the  remainder  of  the  money  to  arise  from 

tiff  *^H  ?d"'  ^^^^  sale  or  sales"  at  interest,  upon  government  or  real 

by  the  Master  security,  and  should  stand  possessed  thereof  and  of  his 

that  the  b^  said  personal  estate  thereinbefore  bequeathed  to  them. 

Quests  to  A.J  upon  trust  to  pay  each  of  his  sisters  and  sisters-in-law, 

were  payable  ^^^   Milling  ton  ^  Mary  Cole   and   Sarah  Prosser,  and 

solely  out  of  }^jg  brother-in-lavv,  William  White^  an  annuity  or  yearly 

but  the  decree  sum 

was  varied  by  the  Lords  Justices. 
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sum  of  40L,  free  from  legacy  or  other  duty,  for  life.  And        1855. 
upon  further  trust,  to  pay  the  PlaiDtiff,  Mary  Freawi^ 
the  residue  and  remainder  of  the  said  interest,  dividends 
and  proceeds  until  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them, 
his  Bisters  and  brother-in-law,  to  and  for  her  own  use 
and  benefit ;  and  from  and  after  the  decease  of  such 
survivor  of  his  said  sisters  and  brother-in-law,  that  his 
said  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  should  stand 
possessed  of  all  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  the 
produce  of  his  said  real  and  personal  estate,  in  trust  for 
the  Plaintiff  absolutely.     He  then  declared,  that  the 
interest  of  his  nephews  and  nijeces  in  their  ^'  legacies" 
should  become  vested  immediately  upon  his  decease, 
notwithstanding  the  payment  was  postponed  till  after 
the  decease  of  his  wife.     He  then  devised  his  trust 
estates  to  his  three  trustees,  '^  subject  to  the  trusts  and 
equities  affecting  the  same  respectively,  and  to  the  pur- 
poses of  my  will." 

The  testator  died  in  1848 ;  his  wife  predeceased 
him. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  legacies  given  by  the 
testator's  will  (which,  exclusive  of  those  to  the  execu- 
tors, amounted  to  4,360/.)  and  the  legacy  duty  thereon, 
were  charged  by  the  testator  on  his  real  estate  only,  or 
whether,  the  real  estate  being  insufficient  to  pay  them, 
the  personal  estate  was  properly  resorted  to  by  the 
trustees  to  make  up  the  deficiency. 

The  trustees,  considering  the  real  and  personal  estate 
to  have  been  intended  by  the  testator  to  constitute  a 
mixed  fund  for  payment  of  the  legacies,  paid  them  all  in 
full,  the  real  estate  being  only  of  the  value  of  2,000/., 
BO  that  about  2,600/.  had  been  paid  out  of  the  personal 
estate. 

s  8  2  Mr. 
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Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Bevir,  for  the  Plaintiff,  Ma 
Fream,  the  residuary  legatee.     The  testator  gives  th 
income  of  the  personal  estate  and  the  rents  and  profii 
of  the  real  estate  to  his  wife  for  life,  but  after  her  deatl^ 
he  separates  the  real  estate  from  the  personal  estate 
and  creates  a  series  of  trusts  in  respect  of  the  real  estate 
alone.     He  directs  it  to  be  sold  and  certain  specified 
sums  to  be  paid  out  of  the  produce,  and  the  residue  to 
be  invested.     This  amounts  to  a  gift  of  specific  poi*tions 
of  the  produce  of  the  real  estate,  and  these  sums  are 
payable  solely  and  only  out  of  such  proceeds,  and  the 
personal  estate  is  exonerated.     This  view  of  the  case  is 
strongly  supported  by  the  authorities.     In  Haiicox  v. 
Abbey {a)^  there  was  a  devise  to  sell  and  pay  off  a 
mortgage  and   raise  another  sum,  which   the  testator 
gave  to  his  daughter.     It  was  held,  that  the  personal 
estate,  though  bequeathed  after  payment  of  debts  and 
legacies,  was   exempted   from   payment  of  those   two 
sums.     So  in  Newbold  v.  Roadknight  (A),  the  testator 
devised  a  real  estate  in  trust  to  sell,  and  pay  out  of  the 
proceeds  a  sum  of  money  to  one  person  and  the  residue 
of  the  proceeds  to  others;  it  was  held,  that  this  was  not 
a  gift  of  legacies  with  a  collateral  charge  upon  the  estate, 
but  substantially  a  gift  of  the  whole  estate  itself,  and 
that  the  gift  was  ademed  if  the  testator  sold  the  estates 
in  his  lifetime.     In  Dickin  v.  Edwards  (c)^  a  testator 
devised  his  estate  to  a  trustee  upon  certain  uses,  and 
directed  him  to  raise  1,000Z.  by  sale  of  timber,  which  he 
bequeathed  to  the   Plaintiff;    and,  after   giving  other 
pecuniary  legacies,   he  bequeathed   his  residuary  per- 
sonal estate,  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  legacies, 
debts,  &c.,  to  certain  legatees.     It  was  held,  that  the 
1,000Z.  was  not  charged  upon  the  personal  estate.     All 

the 


(«)  11  Ve$.  179. 

(6)  1     Ru$t.    if    Myl.    677  ; 


Taml.  492. 
(c)  4  Hare,  273. 
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the  authorities  are  there  collected^  and  the  principle  is  1855. 
there  stated,  "  that  where  a  testator  bequeaths  a  sum 
of  money  in  such  a  manner  as  to  shew  a  separate  and 
independent  intention  that  the  money  shall  be  paid  to  Dowlino. 
the  legatee  at  all  events,  that  intention  will  not  be  held 
to  be  controlled  merely  by  a  direction  in  the  will,  that 
the  monies  are  to  be  raised  in  a  particular  way  or  out 
of  a  particular  fund.  In  Mann  v.  Copland  (a).  Sir  T. 
Plumer  says,  "  the  legacy  may  stand  though  the  fund 
out  of  which  it  is  directed  to  be  paid  does  not  exist. 
The  legacy  is  not  so  specific  and  so  connected  with  the 
fund  as  to  fail  if  there  is  no  such  fund,  it  appearing 
that  there  was  a  fixed,  independent,  separate,  distinct 
intent  to  give  the  legacy ;  the  particular  property  out  of 
which  it  was  to  be  paid  being  a  secondary  thought.** 
The  principle,  therefore,  is,  that  where  there  is  a  fixed, 
separate  and  independent  intention,  in  the  testator's 
mind,  to  give  the  legacy  at  all  events,  there  the  per- 
sonal estate  will  go  to  satisfy  the  bequest,  if  the  parti- 
cular estate  out  of  which  it  is  to  be  paid  fails  ;  but  here 
there  is  no  such  intention  manifested.  The  legacies  are 
strictly  portions  of  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate  and 
nothing  more.     They  cited  Crowder  v.  Clowes  (b). 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  T.  H.  Terrell,  contrd.  The 
legacies  are  general  and  demonstrative,  and  do  not  fail 
by  the  failure  or  inadequacy  of  the  fund ;  Fowler  v. 
Willoughby  (c) ;  Kirby  v.  Potter  (rf).  In  Savile  v. 
Blacket{e),  the  Court  said,  "  If  a  legacy  was  given  to 
J.  S.  to  be  paid  out  of  such  a  particular  debt,  and  there 
should  not  appear  to  be  any  such  debt,  or  the  fund  fail, 
still  the  legacy  ought  to  be  paid,  and  the  failing  of  the 

modus 

(a)  2  Madd,  p.  226.  (d)  4  Fes  748. 

(6)  2  Ves.jun.  449.  (r)  1  P.  Wms.  p.  779. 

(i)  2  Sim.  Sf  Slu.  354. 
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1866.  9iodu8  appointed  for  payment  should  not  defeat  the 
legacy  itself."  There  is  a  blending  together  of  the  real 
and  personal  estate  into  one  fund,  which  shews  that  they 
were  both  to  be  liable  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees  for 
the  payment  of  the  legacies.  The  ultimate  gift  is  of 
"  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  the  produce  of  the  real 
and  personal  estate/'  which  form  of  residuary  gift  has 
been  held  to  make  legacies  a  charge  both  on  the  real 
and  personal  estate,  as  in  Bench  v.  Biles  (a) ;  Mire^ 
house  V.  Scaife{b) ;  Francis  v.  Clemow{c) ;  Awbrey  r. 
Middleton  \,d).  They  relied  on  the  expression  ''  first 
place,"  which  intimated  that  another  fund,  viz.,  the  per- 
sonal estate,  was  to  be  applied  ''  in  the  next  place,"  on 
the  direction  to  the  executors  to  pay  the  legacy  duty, 
on  the  proviso  which  followed  the  gift  to  the  Plaintiff, 
where  the  term  legacies  was  used,  and  on  certain  pe- 
cuniary legacies  which  the  testator  had  given  by  bis 
codicil. 

Mr.  Lloyd  was  stopped  in  his  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  personal  estate  is  exonerated. 

There  is  a  distinction  of  very  considerable  importance 
to  be  found  in  the  books  between  a  legacy  given  charged 
upon  a  particular  estate  and  where  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  a  particular  estate  are  created  a  fund  for  the  pay- 
ment of  a  legacy.  In  this  will  I  find  no  gift  at  all,  ex- 
cept out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  real  estate. 

The  scope  of  the   will    undoubtedly   is    this  : — The 

testator 

(a)  4  Madd.  187.  (d)  4   Vin.  Abr.  460,  pi.   15; 

{h)  2  MyL  6f  Cr.  706.  2  Eg  Ca.  Ab.  497,  pi.  16. 

(c)  lGiy,435. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


629 


testator  gives  to  his  trustees  and  executors  all  his  real 
and  personal  estate,  he  keeps  the  real  estate  uncon- 
verted during  the  life  of  the  widow,  and  desires  that 
she  should  receive  the  rents  of  the  estate,  so  that  the 
whole,  no  doubt,  is  blended  together  in  one  general 
fund ;  but  upon  the  death  of  the  widow,  he  makes  a 
clear  and  distinct  separation.  The  trustees  are  then 
to  sell  the  real  estate,  and,  in  the  first  place,  to  stand 
possessed  of  the  money  to  arise  therefrom,  upon  certain 
trusts.  What  are  those  trusts?  Why,  it  is  to  be  applied, 
in  the  first  place,  in  payment  of  a  series  of  legacies,  and 
then  of  the  legacy  duty ;  and  after  all  this  is  done,  the 
trustees  are  to  "lay  out  and  invest  the  remainder  of  the 
money  to  arise  from  such  sale  or  sales."  There  is,  there- 
fore, a  clear  direction  how  the  produce  of  the  real  estate 
is  to  be  applied,  viz.,  in  the  first  place,  in  payment  of 
these  legacies,  then  in  the  next  place  in  payment  of  the 
legacy  duty,  for  though  nothing  is  said  in  the  will  that 
the  legacy  duty  is  to  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  his  real  estate,  yet  it  is  clear,  from  the  position 
in  which  the  direction  is  placed,  that,  if  necessary,  it 
must  fall  on  it.  If  legacies  &re  payable  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  real  estate  only,  and  nothing  is  said  as  to  the 
legacy  duty,  then  it  is  clear  that  it  would  have  to  be 
borne  by  the  legatees  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  real 
estate ;  but  here  the  testator  wishes  the  legatees  to  take 
free  from  legacy  duty,  and  it  is  payable  out  of  the  real 
estate.  I  find  no  other  part  of  the  will  where  there  is  a 
direction  for  payment  of  the  legacy  duty.  The  testator 
then  directs,  that  the  remainder  to  be  invested  by  the 
trustees. 


1865. 


FftBAM 

r. 

DOWLIRO. 


It  is  true  he  previously  blends  the  real  and  personal 
estate,  and  he  subsequently  directs  the  executors  to 
unite  the  remainder  of  the  money  to  arise  from  the  sale 

of 
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of  his  real  estate  and  his  personal  estate  into  one  fund. 
Then  why  did  he  not  direct  these  legacies  to-  be  paid 
out  of  the  joint  fund,  if  he  had  intended  it,  as  he  did 
all  the  subsequent  annuities  ?  The  case  of  Hancox  v. 
Abbey  (a),  and  all  the  other  cases  of  that  class,  appear 
to  me  to  apply  expressly  to  this  case.  There  is  no  gift 
whatever,  except  after  the  estate  has  been  converted 
and  the  proceeds  are  in  the  hands  of  trustees,  who  are 
then  directed  to  apply  them  in  a  particular  manner. 


Fowler  v.  Willoughby  (i)  was  the  case  of  "  a  pe- 
cuniary legacy  with  a  particular  security,"  and  the 
Court  gave  effect  to  it,  though  the  particular  security 
intended  by  the  testator  happened  to  fail.  It  would  be  a 
very  different  thing  if  the  testator  had  directed  a  sale  of 
the  real  estate,  and  the  proceeds  apportioned  among  the 
various  persons;  that  is  the  distinction  between  this 
case  and  Fowler  v.  Willoughby^  and  brings  it  within  the 
principle  laid  down  in  Hancox  v.  Abbey,  and  other  cases 
of  a  similar  description.  The  gift  of  the  residue,  and  the 
cases  relating  to  that  point,  as  Mirehouse  v,  Scaif,  do 
not  appear  to  affect  this  question,  provided  Lara  right  in 
this  : — that  there  is  no  gift  whatever,  except  of  the  pur- 
chase-money to  arise  by  the  sale  of  the  estates.  It  is  true, 
that  the  sale  was  postponed  for  the  convenience  of  the 
life  estate,  and  that  the  gifts  were,  nevertheless,  to  be 
vested,  but  that  leaves  untouched  the  question,  whether 
the  personal  estate  is  exonerated. 


If  the  codicil  stood  alone,  and  gave  a  legacy  of  100/^ 
to  the  son  of  his  sister-in-law,  Mary  Cole,  and  a  legacy 
of  250/.  to  Rachel  White,  the  daughter  of  his  brother-in- 
law,  no  doubt  those  would  be  general  and  pecuniary  le- 
gacies, but  the  testator  confirms  his  will  in  every  respect, 

with 

(a)   11  Vc8.  179.  (6)  2  Sim.  4  Slu,  p.  358. 
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with  the  exceptions,  that  he  substitutes  a  legacy  of  lOOZ. 
for  1501.  to  Charles  Cole,  and  250/.  for  200/.  to  Bachel 
White.  The  result  of  which  is,  that  ypu  must  read 
the  will  as  giving  those  two  sums  of  100/.  and  250/., 
the  codicil  only  altering  those  two  amounts,  and  leaving 
all  the  other  matters  in  exactly  the  same  situation. 

My  opinion,  therefore,  is,  that  these  legacies  were 
thrown  upon  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate,  and  that 
the  general  personal  estate  was  exonerated.  The  testator 
expected  that  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate  would  be 
sufficient  to  pay  the  whole,  but  why  he  should  have 
blended  the  whole  funds  for  one  purpose,  and  then  have 
separated  them,  and  afterwards  united  them  together  for 
another  purpose,  I  cannot  speculate  upon. 

It  is  a  hard  case,  and  very  probably  all  parties  acted 
under  a  mistake;  but  there  is  nothing  to  amount  to 
acquiescence  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff. 

Declare  the  legacies  payable  exclusively  out  of  the 
produce  of  the  real  estate. 


On  the  23rd  December^  1855,  the  Lords  Justices 
varied  the  decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  by  omit- 
ting the  declaration  appealed  from,  and  substituting  a 
declaration  that  the  legacies  were  all  payable  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  real  estate  and  the  general  personal  estate 
not  specifically  bequeathed. 
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July  18,  19. 

The  testator 
directed  the 
investment  in 
the  funds  of 
Butficient  to 
produce  40i!. 
a  year,  and 
the  dividends 
to  be  paid  to 
his  wife  for 
life,  and  he 


MILLS  V.  DREWITT. 


rpHE  testator,  by  his  will,  bequeathed  his  personal 
estate  to  his  two  executors,  "  upon  trust,  in  the 
first  place,  to  lay  out  and  invest  so  much  and  such  part 
thereof  in  their  joint  names,  in  the  purchase  of  stock 
in  some  or  one  of  the  public  funds,  or  upon  other 
government  or  real  securities,  at  interest,  in  England^ 
as  by  the  dividends,  interest  and  annual  proceeds  thereof 
bequeathed  his  would  be  sufficient  to  produce  the  clear  yearly  sum  of 
ndue  and  the  40/.,  free  and  clear  of  property  tax  and  all  other  deduc- 
J""^  'h^^*^^  ^'^"^  whatsoever,  and  should  pay,  apply  and  dispose  of 
death)  to  other  the  dividends,  &c.  of  the  said  stocks,  &c.,  as  the  same 
person^,     ji    gj^Qyjj  f,.yn^  ^j,ng  ^q  i\j^q  ^j-igg  ^^j  jj^  received  by  them 

or  him,  unto  his  wife  Sarah/'  for  life.     And  as  to  all 

the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  his  personal  estate, 

and  the  said  stocks,  &c.,  so  to  be  purchased  from  and 

after  the  decease  of  his  wife,  in  trust  to  divide  the  same 

Held,  that  the  among  five  persons  therein  mentioned, 
widow  was  °  * 

entitled  to 

The  testator  died  in  1813,  and  the  trustees  and  exe- 
cutors purchased  800Z.  Navy  5/.  per  Cent.,  which  pro- 
duced 401,  a  year,  for  the  widow. 


investment  was 
made  in  Five 
per  Cents., 
which  were 
reduced  and 
produced  less 
than  40/. 


have  the  de- 
ficiency made 
good  out  of 
the  corpus  of 
the  fund. 

The  widow 
had  received 

less  than  40/.         In  1822,  the  800/.  Navy  W.  per  Cents,  were,  by  Act 

for  thirty^three  ^f  Parliament,  converted  into  840/.  New4Z.  per  Cents., 
years,     neici) 

that  there  had  and  by  successive  conversions,  they  ultimately  became 

been  no  laches  ggy^  p^      3^         Cents.,  the  income  of  which  was  only 

or  acqui-  «  '  J 

escence,  the  25/.  45.  a  year.  After  1822,  the  income  being  insufR- 
relating  to  the  cient  to  satisfy  the  annuity  of  40/.,  it  fell  considerably 
respective  \^^q  arrear. 

nglltS  of  rp^ 

parties  to  an 
existing  trust  fund. 
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The  widow  died  in  1853,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  her 
legal  personal  representative. 

The  Defendant  Drewiti  and  two  other  persons,  who, 
after  the  death  of  the  executors,  had,  in  1844,  taken 
upon  themselves  the  trusts  of  the  stock,  and  had  trans- 
ferred it  into  their  own  names,  sold  out  the  stock  and 
divided  the  proceeds  among  the  residuary  legatees, 
though  notice  had  been  served  upon  Drewiti  by  the 
Plaintiff,  that  he  claimed  to  have  the  arrears  of  the  an- 
nuity made  good  out  of  the  corpus  of  the  860/.  £3  per 
Cents. 


1866. 


The  Plaintiff  filed  his  bill,  asking  a  declaration  that 
the  widow  was  entitled  to  a  full  and  clear  annuity  of 
402.  a  year,  and  to  have  the  arrears  made  good  out  of 
the  fund. 


Mr.  Lhyd  and  Mr.  Caryf  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended, 
that  he  was  entitled  to  have  the  arrears  raised  and  paid 
out  of  the  carpus  of  the  fund,  for  the  gift  was  not 
of  the  interest  of  so  much  stock,  but  a  clear  annuity 
of  40/.,  to  be  provided  for  by  investing  a  sum  of  money 
suflScient  to  produce  it.  They  cited  Davies  v.  fVat^ 
tier  {a);  May  v.  Bennett  (b);  Kendall  v.  Russell (c); 
Phillipo  V.  Munnings  (d) ;  Roch  v.  Callen  {e)» 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Selwyn,  for  J)rewitt,  the 
trustee.  The  testator  did  not  give  his  wife  an  annuity 
of  40/.  a  year,  but  only  directed  the  executors  to  invest 
a  sum  sufficient  to  produce  that  amount ;  they  strictly 
complied  with  that  direction,  and  consequently  no  more 
coulc^be  required  of  them,  and  the  widow  must,  there* 

fore, 


(a)  1  Sim.  Sf  Stu,  463. 
(6)  1  Kuff.  370. 
(c)  3  Sim.  424. 


{d)  2  My.  ^  Cr.  309. 
(e)  6  Hare,  581. 
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Mills 

V. 

Drbwitt. 


fore,  bear  the  subsequent  yariation  in  the  fund  effected 
by  an  act  of  the  legislature.  The  case  is  distinguish- 
able from  Aspland  v.  Watte  (a),  in  which  no  invest- 
ment at  all  had  been  made.  The  Plaintiff,  at  the 
utmost,  can  only  call  upon  the  residuary  legatees,  as  in 
Innes  v.  Mitchell  {b),  to  abate  rateably  with  the  widow 
in  the  proportion  of  the  amounts  of  their  respective  in- 
terests  in  the  investment.  The  fund  required  to  fulfil 
the  intention  of  the  testator  being  set  apart,  the  resi- 
duary legatees,  in  case  of  a  conversion  of  the  stock  and 
reduction  of  dividends,  could  not  alone  be  called  on  to 
abate.  The  testator  carefully  avoids  using  the  word 
'^ annuity/'  but  adopts  the  expressions  ''dividends,  in- 
terest, &c.  of,  &c.,"  and  therefore  the  cases  as  to  an 
absolute  gift  of  a  particular  annual  sum  are  inappli- 
cable. What  is  the  sum  which  ought  to  have  been  set 
apart?  the  Plaintiff  says,  a  sum  which,  at  all  times, 
would  produce  40/.  But  that  being  once  done,  what 
are  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  the  sum  so  set  apart? 
The  widow  was  only  to  have  a  life  estate  in  it,  with 
remainder  to  the  legatees. 

After  acquiescing  for  so  long  a  time  in  the  payment  of 
the  reduced  amount,  the  widow  was  precluded  claiming 
more;  Browne  v.  Cross (c)>  She  must  be  held  to  have 
known  of  the  conversion  and  reduction  of  the  funds  by 
the  law  of  the  land  ;  this  was  laid  down  by  Lord  Cot^ 
tenham  in  Johnson  v.  Miller  (referred  to  by  Mr.  Munro, 
Registrar). 


Mr.  H,  Stevens,  for  the  co-trustees  and  some  of  the 
cestuis  que  trust.  The  fund  is  ultimately  to  be  divided 
amongst  the  remaindermen,  but  if  the  arrears  of  the  an- 
nuity are  charged  upon  the  corpus,  the  gift  to  them  will 

he 

(fl)  Ante,  p.  474.  (c)  14  Beet;.  105. 

(6)  1  FhilL  710. 
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be  defeated,  and  in  effect  be  struck  out  of  the  will ; 
Foster  v.  Smith  (a). 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Shebbeare^  for  persons  entitled 
to  one-tenth  of  the  residue,  contended,  that  this  was  not 
a  case  of  improper,  but  of  insufficient  investment,  in 
which  the  widow  had  acquiesced  since  1822,  she  never 
having  raised  the  claim  now  raised  by  her  represen- 
tative. 


636 
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Mr.  Lloyd  was  not  heard  in  reply. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  decree  in  this 
case.  I  proceed  upon  the  construction  of  the  will, 
which  I  am  of  opinion  makes  the  corpus  of  (he  fund 
liable  to  pay  a  clear  yearly  sum  of  40/.  per  annum. 
I  apprehend  there  is  no  magic  in  the  word  "  annuity," 
and  that  it  is  not  by  reason  of  a  person  using  the  word 
"  annuity,"  and  charging  it  upon  an  estate,  that  the 
corpus  of  the  estate  is  liable  to  make  good  that  annuity, 
for  it  is  clear  that  the  testator  may  use  other  words  ex- 
actly in  the  same  manner  as  he  would  ''  annuity."  The 
distinction  was  taken  by  Sir  James  Wiyram  in  the  At- 
torney- General  v.  Poulden  (J) ;  but  the  case  here  is  per- 
fectly distinct  from  that.  If  the  testator  had  directed 
a  sum  of  840Z.  to  be  invested  in  Navy  6/.  per  Cents., 
and  the  interest  paid  to  this  lady  for  her  life,  and  had 
disposed  of  that  fund,  after  her  death,  amongst  other 
persons,  no  reduction  whatever  by  Act  of  Parliament 
in  the  rate  of  interest  payable  would  have  enabled  her 
to  come  upon  the  corpus  of  the  fund ;  she  would  then 

have 

(a)  1     PhUl.    629,    reveraing  (6)  3  Hare.  555. 

S.C.  2  Y.I^C,  C.C.  193. 
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have  been  compelled  lo  submit  to  such  abatement,  like 
any  other  person  to  whom  a  fund  had  been  given  for 
life.  But  here  the  words  are  these,  *'  upon  trust,"  &c. 
[His  Honor  here  repeated  the  terms  of  the  giftJ]  The 
object  of  that  is  to  produce  a  clear  yearly  sum  of  40Z., 
to  be  paid  to  the  wife.  If  the  direction  had  been  ''  to 
invest  such  sum  in  any  of  the  funds  as  they  should  in 
their  discretion  think  necessary  to  produce  it,  and  then 
to  pay  the  dividends  of  that  stock  for  her  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  other  persons,  some  question  might  possibly 
have  arisen ;  but  here,  the  sole  purpose  and  object  is, 
to  produce  a  clear  yearly  sum  of  40/.,  to  be  paid  to  her 
during  her  life. 


I  cannot  distinguish  this  case  from  the  case  of  May 
V.  Bennett  (a)  \  it  appears  to  me  to  be  perfectly  the 
same.  The  word  ''  annuity*'  was  not  used  in  the  case 
of  May  V.  Bennett  any  more  than  it  is  here.  Tlie  case 
there  was  this : — ^The  testator,  after  all  his  just  and 
lawful  debts  were  discharged,  ordered  his  executors  to 
lay  out,  in  their  own  names  and  in  what  government 
security  they  pleased,  as  much  money  arising  from  his 
estate  as  would  produce  the  annual  interest  of  54/.  12^. 
per  year,  for  the  use  of  his  widow  during  her  life,  if  she 
did  not  marry.  It  is  as  near  as  it  can  be  to  this  case. 
Here  it  is, — to  lay  out  "  in  some  or  one  of  the  public 
funds,  or  upon  other  government  or  real  securities,"  so 
much  as  will  be  sufficient  to  produce  the  clear  yearly 
sum  of  40/.,  with  a  direction  to  pay  the  dividends  to  his 
wife  during  her  life.  In  May  v.  Bennett,  the  testator 
also  directed,  if  his  widow  did  marry,  then  the  54/.  12^. 
per  annum  should  cease  to  be  paid  to  her;  and  he 
ordered  his  executors  to  sell  out  so  much  of  the  said 
stock  in  trust  as  would  produce  300/.,  and  to  pay  it  to 

bis 
(a)  1  R(iw//,  370. 
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his  wife  on  her  marriage,  and  the  remainder  of  the 
stock  that  was  put  into  trust  for  the  produce  of  the 
54/.  12s,  a  year  was  to  become  a  part  of  the  residue  of 
his  estate,  in  like  manner  as  if  she  did  not  marry.  The 
Afaster  of  the  Rolls  upon  that  held,  that  it  gave  her 
a  charge  upon  the  fund  to  have  the  full  amount  of 
that  annual  sum  of  54Z.  12«.  paid  out  of  the  capital  of 
the  fund.  I  am  not,  at  this  moment,  considering  the 
question  whether  she  was  entitled  to  have  that  amount 
made  good  out  of  the  residue,  but  out  of  the  capital  of 
that  fund.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  case  is  exactly 
analogous  and  similar  to  that. 


1866. 


The  case  of  Foster  v.  Smith  (cr),  was  a  very  distinct 
case  :  there  the  testator  gave  a  particular  estate  to  trus- 
tees and  directed  them  to  receive  the  rents,  and  out  of 
the  rents  to  pay  an  annuity  to  the  widow  of  so  much 
per  annum.  The  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce  thought 
that  was  a  charge  upon  the  corpus  of  the  estate ;  but 
the  Lord  Chancellor,  upon  the  construction  of  the  will, 
thought  otherwise  (i),  for  there  a  particular  and  express 
estate  was  given  to  trustees,  out  of  the  rents  alone  of 
which  they  were  to  pay  the  annuity.  That  is  exactly 
analogous  to  the  case  of  the  Attorney  •General  v.  PouU 
den  (c). 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  upon  the  true  construction 
of  this  will,  that  this  fund  was  made  available  for  the 
payment  of  this  yearly  sum  to  the  widow  as  long  as  she 
lived. 


I  do  not  express  any  opinion,  whether  this  invest- 
ment was  proper  or  improper :  that  may  raise  a  ques- 
tion 

(a)  2Y.SfC.  C.  C.  193.  Ic)  3  Hare,  555. 

(6)  1  PhUL  629. 
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tion  between  other  persons.  All  that  I  have  here  to  do 
with  is  the  right  of  the  widow,  and,  in  my  opinion,  she 
was  entitled  to  have  the  deficiency  made  good  out  of 
the  corpus  of  the  fund. 

As  to  the  question  of  laches,  or  lapse  of  time,  I  think 
it  does  not  apply  to  a  case  of  this  description.  Lapse 
of  time  and  acquiescence  apply  to  cases  where  a  iund  is 
parted  with  or  becomes  deficient,  and  where  you  seek  to 
make  a  trustee  answerable  or  liable  to  pay  something 
by  reason  of  his  conduct.  Suppose,  in  this  case,  the 
money  had  been  invested  in  consols,  and  the  trustees 
had  sold  out  a  portion  of  those  consols,  by  reason  of 
which  the  amount  to  pay  the  widow  became  insufficient, 
and  that  the  widow  had  known  of  that  fact  and  had  ac- 
quiesced in  it  during  her  life,  and  received  the  defi- 
cient amount,  the  question  of  acquiescence  would  then 
have  arisen,  and  it  might  then  have  been  said,  that  she 
could  not  be  entitled  now  to  complain  of  that  which,  in 
point  of  fact,  she  had  sanctioned,  either  expressly  or 
tacitly,  during  her  life.  But,  if  I  am  right  in  the  view 
I  take  of  this  case,  this  fund,  or  a  part  of  this  fund,  is 
the  property  of  the  widow;  in  fact,  a  portion  of  the 
capital  ought  to  have  been  paid  to  the  widow  during 
her  life,  and  it  is  now  hers,  though  she  did  not  claim  it 
during  her  life.  The  question  now  is,  how  this  fund 
(which  I  treat  exactly  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it 
were  now  in  Court)  is  to  be  divided  amongst  the 
persons  entitled,  and  whether  the  persons  in  remainder 
are  entitled  to  the  whole  fund,  or  whether  some  portion 
does  not  belong  to  the  widow,  by  reason  of  her  not 
having  been  paid  her  40/.  a  year  in  full.  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  a  portion  of  this  fund  does  belong  to  the 
widow,  and  that,  consequently,  her  representative  is 
entitled  to  have  the  capital  applied  in  making  good  that 
which  was  not  paid  to  her  during  her  life. 
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HOOPER  V.  COOKE.  July  u,  25. 

August  2. 

TN  1778,  by  lease  and  release,  a  piece  of  land  was  A  rent-charge 

-*•    conveyed  to  J.  P.  in  fee,  to  the  use  that  Peter  l'^^'!^'^^ 

Hooper  the  elder,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  should  for  ever  power,  when 
.  ,  1.  ^  1        •      .       •        .1  .  1  >n  arrear,  to 

receive  a  rent-charge  of  4/.  to  be  issuing  thereout,  and  enter  and  re- 

to  the  use  that,  when  in  arrear  fifteen  days,  Peter  Hooper  ^®*J^?^®  "°*" 

and  his  heirs  might  enter  and  distrain,  and  to  the  use,  arrears  and 

when  in  arrear  thirty  days,  Peter  Hooper  and  his  heirs  ^™^„,j 

might  enter,  and  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof,  ezj^ensesoo- 

and  of  every  part  thereof,  to  have,  receive  and  take  to  non-payment 

and  for  his  and  their  own  use  and  benefit,  until  he  and  ■}*?**'?  ^J!*" 

tisfied.    The 
they  should  thereby,  therewith  or  otherwise  be  fully  rent-chaige 

paid  and  satisfied,  and  the  said  yearly  rent-charge  and  ^*°*^"|jj[^' 
all  arrears  thereof,  and  also  all  such  arrears  thereof  as  entered,  and 
should  grow  due   during  the  time  he  or  they  should,  bejng^^tly 
by  virtue  of  such  entry,  be  in  possession  of  the  said  dilapidated 
premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  together  with  all  such  nanted,  he  re- 
costs,  charges  and  expenses  as  should  be  laid  out,  sus-  P"'^^Jw 
tained  or  occasioned  by  or  by  reason  of  the  non-pay-  the  qpestion 
ment  thereof,  and  subject  to  the  said  yearly  rent-charge,  ^ja^^e^'of  A^ 
and  to  the  remedies  and  powers  for  the  recovery,"  the  rent-cliarge 
property  was  conveyed,  as  to  one-half,  to  Fisher  in  fee,  y^  allowed  the 
and  as  to  the  other  to  Jelly  in  fee.     And  Fisher  and  "*°"|®J  f*' . 

Jelly  covenanted  to  pay  the  rent-charge.  m  repairing 

the  proper^ 
waa  one  to  be 
The  property  was  afterwards  conveyed   (subject  to  determined  at 

the  rent-charge  of  41.)  to  certain  parties,  and  subject  ifhewainot 
to  a  further  perpetual  rent-charge  of  40/.  a  year,  which  entitled  thereto 

t.  **  1*"^*  neither 

rent-charge  waahein 

eauity. 
Plaintiff  relieved  from  a  judgment  at  law  by  consent,  given  as  the  pnce  of  an  in- 
junction in  equity,  the  point  in  issue  turning  out  to  be  legal  and  not  equitable. 

VOL.  XX.  T  T 


ISSIk      reni-cbarge  of  401  was  now  vested  ro  the  DefewdUmt 
Cooke. 


Hoorsa 

^^^■*  In  1842,  the  houses  on  the  property  became  ir«y  dila> 

pidated,  and  being  notemntad  mi  abandoned  became 
dismantled  and  the  resort  of  thmres,  and  the  reni-ehaige 
ofiLMI  four  years  inteamar.  In  IM4^  Hii  VkiiAif 
took  possesaien  attd  ic|>airad  ithe  hooses,  sftsai  eapenae 
clSa/U.  BeletlhepiiD|ierty«Ddfoeemdf«BlBteAe 
amonntof  306/^lmt»  in  coueqaeneeef  ihedampate-* 
aiiea  of  the  psoperty,  he  eafended,  oat  af  ikm  wimm 
xBomfsA,  2171.  ott  aooonnt  of  vspaii%  in  osier  ta&atp 
the  messuages  in  a  JiabkaUe  eendkicm* 


In  iA&i,  4he  Defendant  Cbofte  applied  (br  an  i 
of  feats  lo  (the  Plstntiff,  who  ofieved  «o  give  ap  ] 
sion  and  fivniA  die  aceouttts,  upon  being  alloiMd  Aa 
amoniit  of  his  expenditoBe  and  tke  MoC^afga.  Hm 
Defendant  fefiued  to  make  Ibe  allowanoe  mod  fio^ 
ceeded  to  eject  the  Pkintifi:  The  Pb«i«iff  theraifpoa 
instituted  the  present  suit  for  an  iajtmotion,  and  fbrfl 
declaration  that  he  was  entitled  to  a  lien  upon  the 
premises  for  the  money  expended  in  repairs,  he  submit- 
ting to  account  for  the  rents  and  profits. 

Upon  a  motion  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
action,  it  was  granted,  on  the  terms  of  the  Plaintiff  in 
equity  giving  judgment,  and  undertaking  to  abide  by 
any  order,  as  to  damages,  which  the  Court  might  make. 
The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Howe,  for  the  Plaintiff.  1%e 
state  of  the  property  was  such,  that  it  was  hopeless  to 
realize  anything  from  it  without  repairing  it.  The  re- 
pairs were  necessary  and  executed  in  a  proper  and  rea- 
sonable manner,  and  the  property  was  thereby  made 

ten  an  table 


( 
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tenantable  and  a  rent  secured.     It  would  be  most  un-        1866. 

equitable  to  allow  the  Derendant  to  have  the  benefit  of 

the  rent  without  reference  to  the  expenditure  by  which 

it  was  realized.    The  rent  of  the  property  is  now  about 

40/.  a  year,  which  is  attributable  to  the  outlay,  and  the 

PlaintifPs  claim  is  in  the  nature  of  a  Welsh  mortgage, 

to  be  repaid  out  of  the  income  of  the  property.     If  the 

property  could  not  be  made  profitable  without  making 

the  repairs,  the  Plaintiff,  of  course,  is  entitled  to  apply 

the  rents  first  in  payment  of  the  repairs,  and  then  of 

his  rent-charge.     The  Defendant's  solicitor  had  notice 

that  the  repairs  were  being  made,  and  did  not  object. 

All  that  is  asked  is  to  continue  the  injunction  and  to 

declare  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  repair,  and  he 

will  aecede  to  any  account. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Whitbread^  for  the  Defend- 
ant. The  legal  contract  between  the  parties  was  such, 
that  upon  payment  to  the  Plaintiff  of  the  arrears  of  the 
rent-charge,  his  estate  ceased,  and  he  was  bound  to 
give  up  possession.  This  Court  cannot  enlarge  his 
interest  into  an  estate  in  the  premises,  so  as  to  put  him 
on  the  footing  of  a  mortgagee  in  possession,  who  has 
obtained  the  legal  estate  in  the  land  by  the  very  terms 
of  his  contract.  Here  there  was  nothing  to  authorize 
the  Plaintiff  to  rebuild  or  repair,  and  he  is  not  entitled 
to  any  allowance  for  an  outlay  wrongfully  made.  It  is 
a  mere  legal  right  to  be  determined  at  law,  and  there  is 
no  equity  to  vary  the  contract.  They  cited  Pilling  v. 
Armitage  (a) ;  Clare  Hall  v.  Harding  (J) ;  Dann  v. 
Spurrier  (c) ;  East  India  Company  v.  Vincent  (d). 

Mr.  Lloyd,  in  reply.     According  to  the  argument  of 

the 

(a)  12  Vet.  78,  85.  (c)  7  F«.  231. 

(6)  6  Hart,  273.  {d  )  2  Alk.  83. 
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the  Defendant,  if  this  had  been  agricultural  land,  and 
the  Plaintiff  had  entered  and  cultivated  it,  and  had  sold 
the  produce,  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  no  allow- 
ance for  the  expense  of  cultivation,  or  the  outlay  for  the 
production  of  the  crop.  The  outlay  is  incident  to  the 
nature  of  the  contract  ,*  it  was  a  necessary  expenditure 
for  the  production  of  any  rent,  and  the  Defendant  can- 
not have  the  benefit  of  the  outlay  without  paying  for  it. 


July  25.  The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

The  house  or  property  on  which  the  PlaiutiflTs  rent- 
charge  was  secured  became  dilapidated  and  the  rent- 
charge  fell  into  arrear,  and  the  Plaintiff,  being  unable 
to  discover  the  owners,  and  getting  nothing  from  the 
property,  entered  into  possession.  The  houses  were 
untenantable,  and  he  obtained  nothing  by  entering ;  and, 
to  enable  him  to  get  something  from  the  property,  he 
caused  the  houses  to  be  repaired,  and  then  let  them  and 
received  the  rents.  The  Plaintiff  has  been  in  possession 
ten  years,  he  has  laid  out  considerable  sums  of  money, 
which  I  assume  to  have  been  proper  and  necessary,  to 
enable  him  to  get  anything  from  the  property,  and 
which  have  not  been  repaid  to  him.  He  has  received 
the  rents,  which,  though  sufficient  to  pay  the  rent- 
charge,  are  not  sufficient  to  reimburse  him  the  money 
laid  out  in  the  repairs.  The  Defendant  brought  an 
action  of  ejectment  against  the  occupying  tenants  for 
the  purpose  of  recovering  possession ;  and,  on  that 
being  done,  the  Plaintiff  filed  a  bill  to  obtain  payment 
of  the  sums  laid  out  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  action  until  they  had  been  repaid. 

For  the  Plaintiff  it  is  urged,  that  the  powers  of  dis- 
tress and  entry,  of  themselves,  import  that  the  Plaintiff 

should 
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should  be  at  liberty  to  pay  the  costs  and  expenses 
necessary  for  the  recovery  of  rent,  in  the  same  way  as 
the  costs  of  distress  and  levy  upon  a  tenant  ought  to  be 
repaid  him.  He  says,  that  if  the  property  consisted  of 
a  meadow  of  hay,  he  would  then  be  allowed  the  ex- 
penses of  making  and  selling  the  hay,  that  what  is 
asked  is  the  same,  and  that  the  repairs  are  as  much  a 
necessary  expense  as  the  making  or  selling  the  produce. 

For  the  Defendant,  it  is  contended,  that  the  Plaintiff 
is  not  entitled  to  anything  more  than  what  the  deed 
gives  him,  and  that  the  construction  of  it  must  be  the 
same  at  law  and  in  equity;  and,  further,  that  the 
Plaintiff  has  admitted,  by  coming  here,  that  he  has  no 
defence  at  law.  I  concur  in  the  objection  that  the 
Plaintiff  has  a  mere  legal  demand,  and  that  coming 
here  he  must  make  out  his  right  in  the  same  manner  as 
at  law.  I  do  not,  however,  think,  that  the  circumstance 
that  the  Plaintiff  has  given  judgment  at  law,  without  a 
trial,  is  to  be  treated  as  conclusive  that  he  has  no 
defence  at  law. 

The  result  I  have  come  to,  on  the  fullest  considera- 
tion, is,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  any  relief  in 
equity  on  the  circumstances  appearing  before  me.  I 
thought,  at  first,  that  relief  might  be  given,  on  the  prin- 
ciple that  when  one  has  granted  an  interest  in  property 
to  another,  he  also,  by  implication,  grants  all  that  is 
necessary  to  enable  the  grantee  to  enjoy  the  thing 
given;  but,  on  reflection,  I  think  that  this  principle, 
though  applicable  to  necessary  expenses  of  making  a 
distress  and  entry,  in  selling  the  goods  and  gathering  the 
crops,  is  not  applicable  to  the  present  case ;  that  it  does 
not  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  lay  out  money  as  a  mortgagee 
in  possession,  and  to  alter  the  character  of  the  property. 
The  distinction  between  this  case  and  a  mortgagee  in 

possession 
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1866.  possession  is  this : — At  law,  the  mortgagee  is  absolute 
owner  of  the  land,  and  has  a  right  to  deal  with  it  as  he 
thinks  fit.  The  mortgagor  comes  to  recover  possession, 
notwithstanding  his  title  at  law  is  gone,  but  equity  only 
gives  relief  on  certain  conditions,  and  will  not  give  him 
possession,  unless  on  the  terms,  not  only  of  repaying  all 
money  due,  but  also  all  moneys  which  the  mortgagee 
may  properly  have  expended  for  the  purpose  of  the 
sustaining  and  repairing  the  property. 

The  owner  of  the  rent-charge  has  no  estate  in  the 
land,  he  has  only  a  right  of  entry,  and,  by  perception  of 
the  rents,  to  pay  off  the  arrears ;  he  is  entitled  to  enforce 
payment  of  his  rent-charge  only  in  that  peculiar  way. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  owner  of  the  estate  subject  to  the 
rent-charge  is  not  bound  to  have  resort  to  equity,  but 
when  the  arrears  have  been  paid,  he  can  obtain  pos- 
session without  coming  to  a  Court  of  equity. 

The  right  contended  for  by  both  parties  being  purely 
legal,  it  ought  to  be  tried  at  law  The  Plaintifi'  has 
mistaken  his  position,  and  the  bill  must  be  dismissed. 


August  2*  Mr.  Lloyd  moved,  that   in   the   decree,  a  direction 

njight  be  introduced  to  vacate  the  judgment  signed  in 
the  action  at  law  pursuant  to  the  Plaintiff's  undertaking 
of  the  14th  of  March,  1854,  the  Plaintiffs  giving  secu- 
rity for  the  rents  in  the  event  of  the  Defendants  finally 
succeeding. 

Mr.  Whitbready  for  the  Defendant. 

The  Court  being  of  opinion,  that  in  case  the  Plaintiffs 
in  equity  should  be  advised  that  there  was  ground  of 
defence  at  law  to  the  action,  the  Plaintiffs  would  be  en- 
titled 
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titled  to  try  the  same^  and  that  for  that  purpose  the        1855. 

judgment  in  the  action  ought  to  be  vacated ;  but  the 

Plaintiff^  being  desirous  to  rehear  the  cause,  did  order, 

that  execution  on  the  judgment  should  not  issue  until        Cooke. 

the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  the  Plaintiffs  giving  security 

to  account  for  the  rent  received  since  the  date  of  the 

judgment  at  law. 

Note. — Affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  January  25,  1856. 


ROSS  V.  ROSS. 

July  12,  13. 

rpHOMAS  GOLLY  the  testator,  by  his  will,  dated  The  word 

in  June,  1807,  gave  12,000/.  consols  to  his  ex-  |!,^"^/^,{°^ 
ecutors,  upon  trust,  as  to  one-third  part,  for  his  niece  mote  descend- 
Christian  Ross  for  life,  and  after   her  decease,   upon  person  whose 
trust  to  transfer  and  pay  the  same,  "  unto  and  for  the  »8*ue  '^  re- 
benefit  of  all  and  every  the  child  and  children  of  the  the  burden  of 

said  Christian  Ross  who  shall  be  living  at  the  time  of  Pfooniesupon 

°    ,  ,  him  who  con- 

her  decease,  and  of  the  issue,  if  any,  then  living,  of  such  tends  the  con- 

of  her  children  as  may  have  died  in  her  lifetime,  each  of  ^hwi  the  word 

her  surviving  children  to  take  an  equal  share,  and  the  "  parent"  is 

issu£j  if  more  than  one,  of  such  of  her  children  as  may  ference  to  his 

have  died  in  her  lifetime  to  take  equally  amongst  them  **  '^f"  the 

word  issue  is 
the  part  or  share  which  their  parent  would  have  been  confined  to  his 

entitled  to,  if  he  or  she  had  survived  the  said  Christian  "  ^k*^ wo  d 

Ross,  and  if  but  one,  then  to  take  a  chihVs  s/iare"    The  *'  issue,"  in 

4^^fl»»4.>,.  reference  to 
testator  ^y^^  ^^^ 

**  parent"  in  a  substitutional  gift,  held,  from  the  context  of  the  will,  not  limited  to 
"  children." 

Bequest  to  C.  H.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  children  of  C.  R,  who  should  be 
living  at  her  decease,  equally,  and  the  issue  then  living  of  such  of  her  children  as 
might  have  died  in  her  lifetime,  the  issue  to  take  the  share  which  their  parent  would 
have  been  entitled  to  had  he  survived  C  K.,  and  if  but  one,  then  to  take  ''  a  child's 
share."  There  was  a  gift  over  on  the  death  of  C.  R.  **  without  leaving  a  child  or  issue" 
generally.  One  of  C  R,*t  children  predeceased  her,  leaving  no  children,  but  only  a 
grandchild,  who  survived  C.  K.  Held,  tlmt  he  took  a  child's  snare  with  C.  R.*t  children. 


C4SE8  m  csuMaaa. 

testator  thmfftwa  tliN  of  tlie  12^^ 
of  two  otb^  nieoesy  their  chOdreii  and  ii 
in  exactly  similar  terms. 

Tiie  will  contained  the  following  gift  0v«r»— *^  And  m 
ease  M  my  said  nieces  shall  depart  this  fife  witfioi^ 
leaving  a  child  or  isme  of  a  child  livrng  at  thdr  respeo- 
ti?e  deaths,  then  I  will  and  direct  that  the  said  sum  of 
l2fiOOL  £3  per  Cent.  Consolidated  Bank  Annmtietf 
shall,  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease  of  the 
survivor  of  my  said  three  nieces,  sink  into  and  beeome 
part  of  my  residuary  personal  estate.'' 

The  testator,  in  another  part  of  his  will,  had  |^viHi 
3,0002.  consols  to  his  nephew,  with  a  gift  meat,  ''in 
case  of  his  death  in  the  testator^s  lifetime  witioui  kuigfii 

Christian  Ro$$  died  in  November,  1860,  leaving  three 
children,  the  children  of  a  fourth  child,  and  a  grand* 

child  of  a  fifth  child,  her  surviving. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  grandchild  was  enti- 
tled to  one-fifth  of  the  trust  funds. 


Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  T.  Smith  Osier,  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
two  of  the  three  surviving  children  of  Christian  Ross. 
The  word  *'  issue/'  in  the  gift  to  the  issue  of  such  of  the 
children  of  Christian  Ross  as  might  have  died  in  her 
lifetime,  must  be  construed  to  mean  ''children,"  because 
the  testator  has  directed,  that  they  should  take  the  share 
which  their  parent  would  have  been  entitled  to  had  he 
or  she  survived  Christian  Ross.  From  this  it  is  mani- 
fest, that  by  '^  issue"  the  testator  meant  the  correlative 

of 
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of  "  parent,"  that  is,  "  child ;"  Pope  v.  Pope  (a) ;  Pruen  1856. 
V,  Osborne  (b) ;  Sibley  v.  Perry  (c) ;  Sedges  v.  Sar- 
pur  (d).  The  children  and  grandchildren,  therefore,  of 
Christian  Ross  are  entitled  to  the  trust  fund,  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  great-grandchild.  ^The  Master  of 
the  Rolls. — There  is  no  inconsistency  here  in  holding 
"  parent"  to  be  "  father"  or  "  mother,"  and  yet  "  issue" 
to  be  used  in  the  general  and  ordinary  meaning  of  the 
term.  How  do  you  restrict  "  issue  ?"  If  the  parent 
of  the  great-grandchild  of  Christian  Ross  were  alive 
he  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  share.]  If  '^  issue"  is 
not  restricted  here  to  children,  it  must  have  a  different 
meaning  in  two  places,  accordingly  as  you  consider  it 
with  reference  to  the  grandchildren  or  the  great-grand- 
child. The  testator  intended  one  substitution  only,  and 
not  a  series  of  them,  through  all  generations  of  issue. 

Mr.  E,  F.  Smith,  in  the  same  interest  with  the  Plain- 
tiffs, cited  Edwards  v.  Edwards  («)• 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Toller,  for  William  Mair,  the 
great-grandchild  of  Christian  Ross,  contended,  that 
"  issue*'  was  not  to  be  restricted  to  "  children"  of  the 
children  of  Christian  Ross,  but  extended  to  grandchil- 
dren of  children,  for,  according  to  the  argument  on  the 
other  side,  there  might  have  been  an  intestacy.  The 
trust  fund  was  to  go  over  to  the  residuary  legatees  only 
in  certain  events,  which  had  not  happened,  and  if  there 
had  been  no  child  or  grandchild  of  Christian  Ross  at 
the  time  of  her  decease,  and  her  only  issue  had  been 
William  Mair,  or  issue  equally  remote,  and  if  "  issue" 
was  to  be  construed  to  mean  **  children"  only,  then  there 
would  have  been  an  intestacy.  But  besides,  it  was 
clear,  upon  the  authorities,  that  '^  issue"  means  grand- 
children 

(a)  14  Bern.  591.  (d)  9  Bern.  479. 

(6)  11  Sim.  132.  (e)  12  Beao,  97. 

(c)  7  Ves.  522. 


MB 
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Mbvll0sM^uxM|^«  To  >dopl  A»  adinitualkw  ^ 
llMi«dkilr«d«|  there  win  be  tn  iitddblto  0itia»ariiri^ 
HJtitioMt  md  the  **  yweiitg"  wtittlwfttyhif  ittiafiMltd^> 
B«  itfiwM  to  Ao^MT  t.  JBMkir  ( j^H  Ji^fedU^ 

fig  TAjuMol  0/  ihi  RotiK. 

Theiiis  gfMit  obMiirity^  Mdoubtedlf,  fa^MM  oIiMb 
dieerlptiaii^  Iwid  I  hftte  fotuiri  iiHiie  df  Acdty  lb  oomhig 
to  a  eoiidttMoii  ttpon  this  poinc^  bat  I  Ulidi  Aii  tke  ob- 
senration  which  Lord  Eidon  made  in  Sibley  ▼•  Perry  (i), 
tbiit  the  eonstmctioo  Ib  to  be  ftaro&hed  firotii  tXL  the  dtt 
ferent  parts  of  the  will,  Md  the  d^igxi  iiAd  tenor  of  k 
as  manifested  by  its  contents,  is  applicable  to  thb  case^ 
and  that  it  is  an  exceptioti  to  the  gidtterfiilf  mte  ID  be  de«» 
rived  from  the  cases  to  which  reference  has  be^  itiad& 

The  great  object  is  to  discover  the  intention  of  the 
testator,  and  in  construing  wills,  rules  have  been 
adopted,  which  are  best  fitted  to  carry  into  effect  the 
general  meaning  and  intention  of  the  testator.  Those 
rules,  therefore,  are  liable  to  be  modified,  where  the  in- 
tention of  the  testator  can  clearly  be  discovered  from 
the  words  he  has  used. 

The  first  rule  is  this,  that  the  word  '^  issue'*  includes 

all 
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all  remote  descendants  of  the  person  whose  issue  is  1855. 
spoken  of^  and  the  burden  of  proof  lies  upon  him  who  ^-^^ 
contends  that  it  is  to  be  restricted  to  a  narrower  signi- 
fication. Ross. 

The  next  rule  is  this,  that  when  the  word  ''  issue"  is 
used  in  reference  to  the  '^  parent"  of  that  issue,  it  must 
mean  "  his  children/'  that  is,  the  word  *^  parent"  con- 
fines the  word  ''  issue"  to  the  '*  children"  of  the  taker. 

The  difiiculty  which  occurs  in  this  case,  in  the  appli- 
cation of  these  rules,  appears  to  me  to  be  this : — It  rs 
clear  that  the  "  issue"  of  the  **  parent"  must  mean  the 
"  children"  of  the  '*  parent,"  but  it  is  not  certain,  ih 
every  case  (and  it  must  be  so  before  that  rule  can 
apply),  that  the  testator  has,  by  the  word  "  parent," 
meant  to  signify  the  first  taker,  the  child  in  the  first  in- 
stance. That  was  the  case  of  Sibley  v.  Perry  (a)  and 
also  of  Pruen  v.  Osborne  (J),  and  it  was  so  in  the 
case,  before  Sir  William  Grant,  of  Harrington  v.  Law" 
rence(c).  Upon  this  clause  in  the  will,  if  it  had  stood 
by  itself,  although  my  original  opinion  was  not  exactly 
in  that  form,  I  should  have  been  disposed  to  concur 
with  Mr.  Lloyd,  for  I  felt  considerable  difficulty  in 
coming  to  any  conclusion  other  than  by  referring  the 
word  '*  parent"  to  the  child  of  Christian  Ross,  but  even 
that  is  not  free  from  ambiguity.  The  expression  is 
this :  "  For  the  benefit  of  all  and  every  the  child  add 
children  of  Christian  Ross,  who  shall  be  living  at  the 
time  of  her  decease,  and  of  the  issue  of  any  then 
living  of  such  of  her  children  as  may  have  died  in 
her  lifetime."  Now  that  is  perfectly  general,  "  each  of 
her  said  surviving  children  to  take  an  equal  share,  and 

the 

(a)  7  Vet.  522.  (c)  Unreported,  Imt  referred  to 

(6)  11  Sim.  132.  in  11  Sim.  p.  138. 


660  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1855.  the  issue,  if  more  than  one,  of  such  of  her  children  as 
may  have  died  in  her  lifetime  to  take  equally  amongst 
them  the  part  or  share  which  their  parent  would  have 
been  entitled  to  if  he  or  she  bad  survived  Christian 
Ross.**  I  am  disposed  to  concur  in  the  view  that^  if  the 
matter  had  stood  there,  the  case  of  Harrington  v.  Law^ 
rence  would  have  been  applicable,  and  that  the  word 
''  parent**  must  be  referred  to  the  child  or  children  of 
Christian  RosSy  and  yet  it  is  obvious  it  might  bear  this 
construction : — it  might  mean  the  child  of  the  parent 
who  would  have  been  entitled,  if  that  parent  had  sur- 
vived Christian  Ross,  that  is  to  say,  if  one  of  the 
children  had  died  leaving  a  child  who  had  died  leaving 
other  children.  It  certainly  is  open  to  the  objection 
that  Mr.  Lloyd  pointed  out,  that  there  is  a  direction 
that  the  surviving  children  should  take  equally,  and  yet 
that  is  to  some  extent  removed  by  the  preceding  words, 
which  point  to  an  intention  that  they  should  take  per 
stirpes;  but  the  will  goes  on  in  words  which,  if  they 
had  been  used  alone,  would  have  left  it  quite  clear  that 
the  issue,  if  consisting  of  one  only,  would  have  been 
entitled.  For  although,  if  the  issue  are  more  than  one, 
they  are  to  take  a  parent's  share,  if  there  be  but  one, 
that  is,  but  one  of  such  issue,  that  issue  is  to  take,  not 
the  "  parent's"  share,  but  a  *'  child's"  share.  Therefore, 
the  express  words  are  there  direct,  that  if  there  be  but 
one  of  such  issue  left,  that  one  is  to  take  a  "  child's" 
share.  Then  it  is  said  that  I  must  control  these  words, 
if  I  see  that  in  the  former  part  of  it  only  the  child  of  a 
child  of  Christian  Ross  is  to  take,  although  here  is  an 
express  direction,  that  if  there  is  only  one  of  the  issue 
left,  it  is  to  take  but  a  child's  share,  which  might  let  in 
the  other  and  the  larger  construction. 

It  is  admitted  ih^ty  prima  facie,  the  same  words  in 
the  same  will  must  be  taken  in  the  same  signification, 

that 
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that  the  word  ^^  issue/'  if  it  is  tq  be  found  in  one  part  1856. 
of  the  will,  must  bear  the  same  construction  as  it  bears 
in  another  part  of  the  will ;  and  the  question  which 
was  put  by  Mr.  Lloyd  was  this : — whether,  in  fact,  you 
must  not  control  the  subsequent  meaning  of  the  word 
''issue"  where  it  is  used  by  the  testator  by  the  meaning 
to  be  derived  from  the  original  clause.  Now,  I  have 
pointed  out,  that,  in  my  opinion,  in  the  clause  of  the 
bequest  there  is  an  ambiguity  about  it,  because  the  two 
members  of  the  clause  are  not  exactly  consistent  with 
each  other. 

There  are  many  instances  in  the  will  where  the  word 
''  issue"  is  used  in  the  same  sense ;  but  I  go  on,  and 
find  there  are  two  cases  in  which  it  is  used  generally. 
I  refer  to  that  which  is  the  most  material,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  considering  what  the  meaning  of  the  word 
''  issue"  is  in  this  passage  of  the  will  taken  alone,  and 
then  in  conjunction  with  the  bequest  before  commented 
upon.  The  pass^e  is  this : — ^*  And  in  case  all  my  said 
nieces  shall  depart  this  life  without  leaving  a  child  or 
issue  of  a  child  living  at  their  respective  deaths,  then  I 
will  and  direct  that  the  said  sum  of  12,000Z.  £3  per 
Cent  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities  shall,  from  and  im- 
mediately after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  my  said 
three  nieces,  sink  into  and  become  part  of  my  residuary 
personal  estate." 

If  this  clause  had  stood  alone,  I  think  nobody  would 
have  argued  that  the  word  ''issue"  there  was  to  be 
confined  to  the  children  of  a  child ;  there  are  no  words 
there  to  confine  it  to  the  children  of  a  child  or  to 
the  grandchild  of  a  niece.  It  is  a  failure  of  issue  of 
all  classes  at  the  time  when  the  last  niece  dies.  If,  at 
the  death  of  the  last  niece,  there  had  been  a  grandchild 
of  such  niece  alive,  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  gift 

over 
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1856.  over  would  not  have  taken  effect  on  these  words  stand- 
ing alone;  there  are  no  expressions  to  cut  it  down. 
Then  it  is  a  direction  that  it  shall  fall  into  and  form 
part  of  the  residue  immediately  after  the  death  of  the 
survivor,  in  case,  at  the  time  the  survivor  dies,  diere 
shall  he  no  child  or  issue  of  a  child  living  of  any  of 
those  nieces.  I  cannot  find  a  larger  or  more  compre- 
hensive word,  and,  with  respect  to  this  part  of  the  will, 
it  appears  to  me  to  be  so  unambiguous,  that  I  should  be 
violating  the  ordinary  and  obvious  meaning  which  is 
put  upon  the  word  "  issue,"  where  there  is  no  expression 
used  which  could,  in  the  slightest  degree,  control  it,  if 
I  did  not  give  it  its  full  eflfect  upon  the  present  occa- 
sion. If  it  bears  this  meaning  in  this  clause  of  the 
will,  why  is  it  not  to  bear  the  same  meaning  in  the 
clause  which  I  have  already  read  ?  It  is,  in  my  opinion, 
quite  distinct  from  the  case  of  Pruen  v.  Osborne^  and 
from  Harrington  v.  Lawrence^  and  it  is  brought  within 
the  observations  of  Lord  Eldon^  who  says,  the  whole 
scope  of  the  will  must  be  examined,  and  you  must  con- 
sider what  IS  the  construction  which  is  furnished  by  the 
difierent  parts  of  the  will. 

Mr.  Toller  pointed  out  clearly,  what  would  be  the 
effect  of  holding  that  grandchildren  did  not  take  ;  he 
assumes  that,  upon  the  death  of  Christian  Ross,  there 
was  only  a  great-grandchild  of  the  niece  alive,  that 
great-grandchild,  according  to  the  construction  con- 
tended for  by  the  Plaintiff,  could  not  take.  But  then 
one  of  two  things  would  follow,  you  must  either  cut 
down  the  effect  of  the  meaning  of  the  words  of  the 
gift  over,  which  I  have  just  read,  and  then  say,  that, 
notwithstanding  there  was  issue  living  of  one  of  the 
nieces  at  the  death  of  the  survivor,  or  possibly  a  great 
many,  thirteen  or  fourteen,  grandchildren,  nevertheless 
they  should  take  nothing,  and  it  should  fall  into  the 

residue, 
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residue,  or,  if  you  give  those  words  their  natural  ac- 
ceptatioDy  and  say,  that  that  gift  over  does  not  take 
effect,  you  thus  produce  an  intestacy,  though  there  was 
a  great  number  of  grandchildren,  who,  according  to  the 
construction  of  the  word  '^  issue^  of  a  child  in  the  gift 
over,  were  objects  of  the  testator's  bounty. 

Now,  I  find  it  extremely  difficult  to  <:ome  to  the  con- 
clusion Uiat  the  testator  could  possibly,  by  the  frame 
and  scope  of  the  will,  hav«  meant  that.  The  whole 
thing  is  set  right  if  you  refer  (which  I  admit  is  doing 
some  violence  to  the  language)  in  this  part  of  the  first 
gift  to  the  ''issue,  if  more  than  one  of  them  such 
children  to  take  equally  amongst  themselves  that  part 
or  share  which  their  parent  would  have  been  entitled 
to,"  if  you  refer  the  word  "  parent"  there  to  such  one 
of  the  children  of  the  children  of  Christian  Ross^  that 
is,  to  the  grandchildren  of  Christian  JRoss,  who,  if  that 
parent  had  lived,  would  have  taken  the  share  which 
the  child  of  Christian  Moss,  if  that  child  had  lived, 
would  have  taken,  that  is  to  say,  it  carries  on  the  dis- 
tribution per  stirpes,  not  merely  through  the  first  de- 
gree, but  extending  it  even  to  the  second.  That  makes 
intelligible  the  subsequent  expression,  **  that  if  there 
be  but  one  of  such  issue,  then  that  one  is  to  take  a 
chiUTs  share,"  but  not  a  parents  share.  Therefore, 
with  more  hesitation  than  I  had  at  first  when  the 
matter  was  opened  to  me,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
word  ''  issue,"  in  this  case,  is  confined  to  the  children  of 
the  parent,  but  that  the  word  ''  parent"  here  does  not 
mean  the  children  of  Christian  Ross,  but  may  mean  a 
grandchild  of  Christian  Ross.  This  makes  the  expres- 
sion **  issue,"  in  the  first  part  of  the  will,  consistent  with 
the  use  of  it  in  the  gift  over,  and  is  the  only  way  in 
which  the  various  parts  of  this  will  can  be  made  quite 
consistent. 
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MORRIS  V.  ISLIP. 
July  25. 

Inafloitbya      A    SUIT   was  instituted  by  the   mortgagor,   and   a 

inortfifAffor  for      /~%  _ 

redemption,  a  decree  was  made  by  Lord  Langdale,  to  take  the 

^*^f''**        accounts  with   annual    rests.       The    mortgagor   went 

aoooantwith     abroad  and  the  suit  was  abandoned.     He  afterwards 

'^e^Plfdntiff     di^>  ^Q^  ^he  present  suit  was  instituted  by  the  mort- 

died  and  the  gagee  against  the  representatives  of  the  mortgagor  for 

niit  was  aban-  ^       , 

doned;  after  a  foreclosure. 

which,  the 

mortgagee  in* 

■tituted  a  foit  Mr.  J.  H.  TayloTy  for  the  Plaintiff,  asked  for  the 

HekT^^A*'  common  decree,  arguing  that  there  was  no  evidence  in 

decree  must      the  present  suit  to  warrant  a  decree  with  annual  rests, 
be  the  same 
and  with  an- 
nual rests.  Mr.  Steere^  for  another  party. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer^  and  Mr.  W.  R.  Ellis^  for  the  prin- 
cipal Defendant,  contended  that,  irrespective  of  the 
evidence,  the  decree  must  be  the  same  as  in  the  other 
cause,  viz.  for  an  account  with  annual  rests.  Thorney- 
croft  \.  Crockett  (a)  was  cited. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  make  a  decree  inconsistent  with  that  for- 
merly pronounced  by  Lord  Langdale.  I  shall  direct 
the  accounts  to  be  taken  up  to  the  date  of  the  decree 
on  the  footing  of  that  decree. 

I  think  it  desirable,  if  possible,  to  adopt  the  accounts 
taken  in  the  suit  between  the  same  parties. 

(a)  2  House  of  Lords  Cos.  239. 
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ABATEMENT. 

1.  An  abatement  after  hearing  does 
not  prevent  judgment  being  deli- 
vered or  the  decree  being  drawn 
up.  Collmson  v.  Lister,     Page  355 

2.  A  suit  having  been  instituted  by 
A.  and  B.,  his  mortgagee,  as  Co- 
plaintiffs,  B.  died  before  decree. 
It  was  ordered,  on  motion,  that  A. 
might  carry  on  the  proceedings 
against  JB.*f  executors  and  devisees. 
HaU  V.  Clwe.  575 
See  Injunction,  2. 

Revivor. 

ABSOLUTE  INTEREST. 
1.  A  testator  bequeathed  his  residuary 
estate  to  his  wife,  "  her  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns,"  but  if 
she  died  intestate,  then  his  will 
was,  that  it  should  be  bequeathed 
to  A.  and  B.  The  wife  prede- 
ceased the  testator.  Held,  (inde- 
pendently of  that  circumstance,) 

VOL.  XX. 


that  the  gift  over,  afVer  an  abso- 
lute interest,  was  void.  Hughes  v. 
Ellis.  Page  I9S 

.  The  testator  devised  his  real  and 
personal  estate  to  trustees  to  con- 
vert and  invest,  and  pay  the  in- 
come to  his  daughter  for  life,  and 
after  her  decease,  to  divide  the 
fund  among  '*  all  her  children  then 
living,"  provided  all  such  children 
may  then  have  attained  twenty* 
one ;  if  not,  he  directed  the  fund 
to  be  placed  out  at  interest,  and 
the  interest,  &c.  to  be  applied  for 
the  maintenance  and  bringing  up 
of  all  such  children,  until  the 
youngest  should  attain  twenty-one, 
when  the  fund  was  to  be  divided 
amongst  such  children  as  should 
be  then  living  and  the  issue  of 
such  of  them  as  should  be  dead, 
the  issue  to  take  their  parent's 
share.  Held,  that  a  child  who  sur- 
vived the  mother,  attained  twenty- 
u  u 
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one,  but  died  before  the  youngest 
attained  twenty-one,  took  an  abso- 
lute vested  interest.  Brochlehanh 
V.  Johnson.  Page  205 

3.  A  testator,  by  virtue  of  a  power, 
appointed  a  fund  to  trustees  for 
his  four  children,  in  four  equal 
portions  and  subject  to  the  trusts 
thereinafter  contained  respecting 
his  own  residuary  estate.  Some 
of  those  trusts  were  to  the  children 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  their 
children,  and  (as  regarded  the  fund 
subject  to  the  power)  the  appoint- 
ment to  grandchildren  was  void 
for  remoteness.  Held,  that  the 
children  took  absolutely  in  the 
first  instance,  and  that  the  subse- 
quent attempt  to  limit  the  absolute 
gift  being  void^  the  children  took 
the  fund  absolutely.  Stephens  v. 
Gadsden.  463 

See  Power,  4. 

ACCOUNT. 

1.  Where  a  wrong  has  been  commit- 
ted, the  wrong-doer  must  suffer 
from  the  impossibility  ofaccurately 
ascertaining  the  amount  of  damage. 
The  Duke  o^  Leeds  v.  The  Earl  of 
Amherst.  239 

St.  Therefore  where  an  account  of  the 
equitable  waste   committed    by  a 
tenant  for  life  was  directed  to  be 
taken  against  his  executors,  which 
it  was   found   impossible  to   take 
accurately,  and  the  Master  had  ar- 
bitrarily   charged    the    executors, 
his  report  was  supported.      Ibid. 
See  Mortgagee  in  Possession. 
Settled  Account. 
Spoliation. 


ACCRUER. 

See  Laches,  2. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 

See  Fines  and  Recoveries  Aboli- 
tion Act,  2,  3. 

ACQUIESCENCE. 
See  Delay. 
Laches. 

ACTION. 
See  Jury. 

ADMINISTRATION. 

Where  an  estate  is  administered,  and 
the  residue  is  paid  over  under  an 
order  of  the  Court,  the  executor 
will  be  protected  and  a  creditor 
will  not  afterwards  be  allowed  to 
sue  him  at  law.  Dean  v.  AlUn. 

Pagel 
See  Costs,  7,  8. 

Demurrer,  1. 

RealandP£rsonalEstat£,3. 

ADMINISTRATION  SUIT. 
See  Costs,  2,  3,  4,  7,  8. 

ADMINISTRATION  SUM- 
MONS. 
Practice  of  the  Court  in  granting  or 
refusing  the  common  administration 
decree,  upon  summons,  in  cases 
involving  complicated  questions. 
Rump  V.  Green  hill.  512 

ADMINISTRATOR. 

The  produce  of  a  specific  legacy  mis- 
applied by  y^.,an  administrator,  be- 
ing traced  into  post  obit  securities, 
given  by  B,  to  C,  the  Court  held 
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that  the  cestui  que  trust  was  enti- 
tled to  a  charge  on  the  securities. 
Harford  v.  Lloyd.  Page  310 

See  Tracing  Trust  Money,  2, 

ADMISSION  OF  FACTS. 
Little  reliance  is  to  be  placed  on  the 
unsupported  testimony  of  one  wit- 
ness of  an  oral  admission  by  the 
Defendant  of  the  PlaintiflTs  case. 
Greenslade  v.  Dare,  284 

ADULTRESS. 
See  Husband  and  Wife. 

ADVOWSON. 

See  Next  Presentation. 

AFFIDAVIT. 
See  Special  Case. 

AGREEMENT. 

See  Contract. 

ALLOCATUR. 

The  allocatur  of  the  Taxing  Master, 
upon  a  taxation,  does  not,  when 
registered  under  1  &  2  Vict.  c. 
110,  constitute  a  charge  on  the 
real  estate  of  the  client.  Shaw  v. 
NeaU.  157 

ANNUAL  RESTS. 
See  Mortgage,  2. 

ANNUITY. 
1.  In  1838,  A,  B,  executed  a  volun- 
tary deed,  securing,  out  of  his 
estate,  life  annuities  to  seven  per- 
sons, payable  on  his  decease.  In 
1851  he  executed  another  volun- 
tary deed,  covenanting  to  pay  an- 


nuities very  dissimilar  in  their 
nature  to  five  of  the  same  persons. 
Held,  that  the  latter  were  not  sub- 
stitutional for  the  former.  Palmer 
V.  Newell.  Page  3« 

2.  A  testator  directed  two  trustees 
to  stand  possessed  of  5,000/.,  in  a 
certain  event,  "upon  such  trusts 
as  were  thereinafter  declared  con- 
cerning the  sum  of  20,000/.,  there- 
inafter bequeathed  in  trust  for  the 
benefit  of  his  son  William^  his  wife 
and  children."  He  afterwards  be- 
queathed to  two  other  trustees 
20,000/.,  in  trust,  upon  a  different 
event,  to  pay  WUliam's  wife  an 
annuity  of  200/.  a  year.  Held, 
by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that 
she  was  entitled  to  two  annuities, 
one  out  of  each  fund,  if  the  in- 
come were  adequate.  (Reversed 
by  the  Lord  Chancellor.)  Htndle 
V.  Taylor.  109 

3.  Annuities  held  not  payable  out  of 
corpus.    Ibid. 

4.  Bequest  to  A*  for  life  of  an  an* 
nuity  of  100/.,  *'  by  interest  arising 
out  of  money  to  be  vested  for  that 
purpose  by  the  executors"  in  pub- 
lic funds  or  other  good  security, 
and  after  his  death,  <*  the  said 
capital  stocks  so  purchased"  to 
A.*s  children.  By  a  codicil  the 
testator  said,  **  what  I  mean  in  my 
will  by  securing  money  in  the 
public  funds,  is  to  purchase  a 
capital  stock"  in  the  consols  by 
my  executors.  Held,  that  the  exe- 
cutors might  either  purchase  in 
the  consols  or  in  other  good  se- 
curity, but  having  done  neither  in 
the  life  of  /f.,  his  children  were 

u  u  2 
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entitled  to  3,3SSL  6s.  Sd.  consols, 
and  not  to  2,000/.  cash.  Aspland 
V.  Watte.  Page  474 

5.  The  testator  gave  his  real  and 
personal  estate,  on  trust  to  raise 
such  a  sum  of  money  as,  when  in- 
vested, the  dividends  would  realize 
the  clear  annual  sum  of  200/.  a 
year,  and  to  pay  such  dividends  to 
his  widow  for  life,  and  afterwards 
to  stand  possessed  of  the  principal 
or  trust  monies  in  trust  for  his 
brothers  and  sisters.  There  was 
a  gift  to  the  same  person  of  the 
residue,  **  after  raising  thereout 
the  money  sufficient  to  realize  the 
annuity  to  his  wife."  On  a  de- 
ficiency of  assets,  held,  that  the 
corpus  was  liable  to  make  good 
the  widow's  annuity.  In  re  Baker, 
Baker  v.  Baker,  548 

6.  The  testator  directed  the  invest- 
ment in  the  funds  of  sufficient  to 
produce  40/.  a  year,  and  the  divi- 
dends to  be  paid  to  his  wife  for 
life,  and  he  bequeathed  his  general 
residue  and  the  fund  invested 
(after  her  death)  to  other  persons. 
An  investment  was  made  in  Five 
per  Cents.,  which  were  reduced 
and  produced  less  than  40/.  Held, 
that  the  widow  was  entitled  to 
have  the  deficiency  made  good  out 
of  the  corpus  of  the  fund.  Mills 
V.  Drewitt.  632 
See  Policy  of  Assurance,  2. 

Real  and  Personal  Estate, 
3. 

ANSWER. 
The  Court  will  not  act  on  the  testi- 
mony of  a  single  witness  against 


the  express  denial  on  oath  of  the 
Defendant ;  but  where  the  written 
evidence  has  been  destroyed  by 
the  Defendant  pendente  lite,  the 
Court  will  assume  that,  if  forth* 
coming,  it  would  have  proved  the 
statement  of  the  single  witness. 
Gray  v.  Haig,  Haig  v.  Gray. 

Page  219 

APPEAL. 

The  time  appointed  for  redemption 
enlarged,  on  terms,  pending  an 
appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords. 
Finch  V.  Sham,  Colyer  v.  Fmck. 
555. 

APPOINTMENT. 
See  Power,  4,  5. 

ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Rule  as  to  the  appearance  of  the 
Attorney-General  in  charity  cases. 
Ware  v.  Cumberlese.  503 


BANKING  COMPANY. 

See  Calls. 

BANKRUPT. 

See  Fraudulent  Preference. 
Order  and  Disposition. 

BEQUEST. 

See  Absolute  Interest,  1. 
Vested  Interest. 
Will. 

BREACH  OF  TRUST. 

1.  Trustees  were  empowered,  with 
the  consent  of  the  wife,  to  lend 
the  trust  monies  to  the  hushand. 
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The  wife  authorized  an  immediate 
loan  of  part,  and  of  the  remainder 
at  such  times  as  the  husband  might 
require,  and  the  husband  cove- 
nanted to  pay  it  in  six  months. 
The  money  was  not  called  in,  and 
was  lost  by  the  insolvency  of  the 
husband.  Held,  first,  that  the 
wife's  consent  could  not  be  given 
prospectively  ;  and,  secondly,  that 
the  trustees  were  not  bound  to 
call  in  the  money  at  the  end  of 
six  months.     Child  v.  Child. 

Page  50 

2.  Two  trustees  having  properly  sold 
out  trust  money,  one  of  them 
handed  the  cheque  for  the  pro- 
ceeds to  the  other,  who  misapplied 
it.  Held,  that  they  were  both 
liable.     Trutch  v.  Lamprell.      1 1 6 

3.  It  is  a  contradiction  in  terms  to 
say,  that  a  trustee  who  acts  is  not 
an  active  trustee,  and  a  defence 
by  a  trustee,  that  he  only  acted 
for  conformity's  sake  is  unavailing. 
Trutch  V.  Lamprell.  116 

4.  A  trust  fund  settled  on  husband, 
wife  and  children  in  succession, 
was  received  by  the  husband,  and 
lent  by  him  to  his  brother.  A 
bill  by  one  trustee  against  the 
other  trustee,  the  husband  and 
wife,  and  omitting  the  brother  and 
children,  held  sustainable,  and  a 
decree  was  made  against  the  hus- 
band, reserving  all  rights  against 
the  brother  and  the  trustees. 
Hughes  V.  Key.  395 
See  Administrator. 

Annuity,  4. 
Discretion. 
Executor. 


Forfeiture,  1. 

Notice,  S. 

Tenant  for  Life,  3. 

Tracing  Trust  Money. 

Trustee,  4, 

Wrong- DOER. 

BYGONE  RENTS. 
See  Mortgagee  in  Possession. 


CALLS. 

Specific  legatees  of  shares  in  a  bank- 
ing company,  held  liable  to  pay 
the  calls  made  subsequent  to  the 
testator's  death.  Armstrong  v. 
Burnet.  Page  424 

See  Specific  Legacy. 

CHARITY. 

See  Mortmain. 

COMMISSION. 

See  Principal  and  Agent,  2. 

CONFORMITY. 

See  Breach  of  Trust,  3. 

CONSTRUCTION. 

See  Absolute  Interest. 
Annuity. 
Breach  of  Trust. 
Calls. 
Contract. 
Conversion. 
Forfeiture,  2. 
Inconsistency. 
Interest,  1. 
Joint  Tenants. 
Maintenance. 
Power,  2,  3. 
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Rba&  km  fwmamMSL  Ea-' 

TATBy    ly  f. 

OOMTINOENT  GIFT. 
See  VisTSD  Iktbexsy. 

CONTRACT^ 

A  eontnet  requires  two  pftrties  to 

ity  and  m  nam  hi  one  character 

can,  widi  difficulty,  contra^  with 

himadrbi  anbthtr  character.  Co^ 

can  VERSION. 

Tmo  ftlmom  seized  of  firtdioUs 
^Hgread  to  carry  on  busfoefla  in 
partnership  upon  Ihe  premises  for 
fimrteen  years,  and  that  if  either 
died  during  OM  Wm,  the  sar- 
▼iTor  dioold  pnrtiiaai  the  free- 
holds at  a  stated  price.  The  four- 
teen years  having  expired,  they, 
by  parol  i^eement,  continued  the 
partnership  ''on  the  old  terms." 
One  afterwards  died  intestate. 
Held,  that  the  stipulation  as  to 
purchase  was  binding,  and  that 
the  freeholds  were  converted  into 

*  personal  estate,  and  did  not  pass 
to  the  heir.  Essex  v.  Essex,  442 
See  Trover. 

CORPUS. 

See  Anmuitt,  3,  5,  6. 

COSTS. 
1.  The  Master  having  reported,  un- 
der the  provisions  of  the  "  Mas- 
ters' in  Chancery  Abolition  Act" 
(15  &  16  VkU  c.  80),  that  he  was 


to  pfocaed  fniii.a6  araaif  w 
byieaiwaof  ttonr^ 
of  iha  pirti^  tb  acisadt  Us^  aw 
OMMM^  and  the  Hegfad  bai%  m> 
ckaiMKd  by  the  aolicitor  «f  the 
Ptaintm^  the  GoiM  dkaeiod  As 
Mkmsmm  AmAi  be  pwHeaadai 
#itli  in  chailbeir*;  wAp  diftiiislit 
vndertikiag  liDt  to  hmf  antamian 
agaiiiit  the  solicitor  ia  wmgeftik  of 
the  eoAdnet  of  the  aoii^  it  also 
ordered  the  aalidAar  i»  pisy  ihs 
cosU  of  the  lCiMr*ar  caitifieM 
IumI  df  the  subsequent  prooaedingi. 

Iti  M  aiiit  between  two 
and  the  iHort^Bfte  of 
deidt  wilb  ia  in  in  i 
aiut,  by  first direotibg  teliayniM 
of  all  the  eosta  (^neepl  the  mm* 
«agee*8)  eat  of  the  fimd,  mU  ftm, 
tributing  the  leaidne  prfi  f«la» 
Alexander  ▼•  Smmt^  ISd. 

3,  The  captain  of  a  ship  served  a 
notice  on  the  trustees  of  the  docks, 
in  which  the  cargo  of  the  ahip  was 
being  discharged,  not  to  snffer  its 
removal  till  the  freight  was  paid, 
and  wrote  to  the  owners  of  the 
ship  to  inform  them  that  he  had 
stopped  the  cargo  till  the  Wages  of 
himself  and  the  seamen  had  been 
paid .  I  n  a  suit  between  the  owners 
and  the  mortgagee  of  one  of  them, 
the  captain  was  made  a  party#  and 
did  not,  by  his  answer, ^disclaim. 
The  Chief  Clerk  found  that  cer- 
tain sums  were  due  to  hiin  in  re- 
spect of  wages,  but  that  other  sums 
claimed  were  not  due.  Held,  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  justified  in  making 
the  captain  a  party,  and  that  the 
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latter  was  justified  in  not  dis- 
claiming, and  was  therefore  en- 
titled to  his  costs.  Alexander  v. 
Simms.  Page  123 

4.  A  stock  legacy,  bequeathed  to 
several  in  succession,  was  appro- 
priated by  the  executors,  and  the 
residue  paid  over.  In  a  suit  be- 
tween the  remainderman  and  the 
executors  alone,  the  legacy  was 
transferred  into  Court,  and  the 
costs  of  suit  were  paid  thereout. 
The  tenant  for  life  afterwards  filed 
a  claim  to  have  the  amount  of  costs 
recouped  out  of  the  residue.  It 
was  dismissed  with  costs.  Rich- 
wrdion  v.  Rusbridger,  136 

5.  Costs  of  a  journey  to  Paris  to  ob- 
tain the  execution  of  a  deed  dis- 
allowed, beyond  the  expense  of 
doing  it  through  an  agent.  In  re 
Bevan.  146 

6.  The  co-trustee  who  had  joined 
as  co-plaintifi*  refused  his  costs. 
Hughee  v.  Key.  395 

7.  A  simple  contract  creditor  ob- 
tained an  order  to  administer  the 
intestate's  estate.  He  aflerwards 
had  notice  that  the  estate  was  in- 
sufficient to  pay  the  specialty  cre- 
ditor and  the  costs  of  the  adminis- 
tratrix, but  he  still  persisted  in 
prosecuting  the  suit.  Held,  that 
the  fund  must  be  applied,  first,  in 
paying  the  costs  of  the  adminis- 
tratrix, then  in  paying  the  Plain- 
tiff's costs  down  to  the  notice,  and 
the  residue  in  payment  of  the  spe- 
cialty creditor.    Sullivan  v.  Bevan, 

399 

8.  A  creditor  having  continued  his 
proceedings  afler  notice  of  a  decree 


for  administration,  was  ordered  to 
pay  the  costs  of  a  motion  to  restrain 
him,  but  was  allowed  to  set  them  off 
against  the  costs  of  the  proceedings 
at  law  incurred  prior  to  the  notice. 
Gardner  v.  Garrett.  Page  469 

See  Dow£E,  3. 

Interpleader  Suit. 

Lien. 

Motion. 

Trustee,  1,  2. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser,  3. 

COVENANT. 

See  Indemnity. 

CREDITOR. 

See  Costs,  7,  8. 
Dower,  4. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION. 
A  Plaintiff  who  has  required  a  De- 
fendant to  make  an  affidavit  as  to 
the  possession  of  documents,  under 
the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  18,  may 
afterwards  compel  the  Defendant 
to  be  cross-examined  on  such  affi- 
davit, under  the  40th  section. 
Kay  V.  Smith.  566 

CUMULATIVE  ANNUITIES. 
See  Annuity,  1,  2. 


DEBT. 
See  Policy  of  Assurance,  2. 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 

See  Costs,  8. 
Dower,  4. 

Policy  of  Assurance. 
Undue  Influence,  2. 
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DECREE. 

See  Mortgage,  2. 

DEED. 

See  Annuity,  1. 
Escrow. 
Forfeiture,  2. 
Interest,  1. 
Lien,  2. 
Loco  Parentis. 
Parol  Evidence. 
Remoteness. 

DELAY. 

1.  A  solicitor  pending  his  employ- 
ment took  security  for  costs  from 
a  poor  and  illiterate  client.  Held, 
that  assuming  a  judgment  creditor 
of  the  client  had  the  same  rights 
as  the  latter,  still  that  after  ten 
years'  acquiescence  the  accounts 
would  not  he  opened.  Shaw  v. 
NeaU,  Page  157 

2.  A  testator  died  in  1809  ;  his 
daughter  came  of  age  in  1829; 
she  then  executed  a  release  and 
married  in  1836  ;  her  father  died 
in  1850,  and  in  1852  she  instituted 
a  suit  to  make  his  estate  liable  for 
the  profits  made  by  him  (he  not 
being  a  trustee)  by  the  employ- 
ment of  part  of  the  trust  monies 
in  trade.  The  Court  held,  under 
the  circumstances,  that,  assuming 
her  right,  there  was  nothing  to 
justify  the  delay  in  instituting  the 
suit.  Parker  v.  Bloxam,  295 
See  Evidence,  1. 

DEMURRER. 
1.  A  testator  gave  his  estate  to  the 
Plaintiffs  (his  executors)  in  trust 


for  his  son  for  life,  remainder  to 
his  daughter  in  law  for  life,  re- 
mainder to  their  children.  The 
son  effected  a  compromise  with  an 
annuitant  under  the  will,  by  means 
of  part  of  the  testator's  assets  ad- 
vanced by  the  Plaintiffs.  He  died 
leaving  his  widow  his  executrix 
and  universal  legatee.  A  decree 
was  made  to  administer  the  first 
testator's  estate,  wherein  the  exe- 
cutors were  disallowed  both  the 
money  advanced  for  the  compro- 
mise and  the  annuity  which  was 
the  subject  of  it.  They  filed  a 
second  bill  against  the  widow  and 
children  to  have  the  rights  of  the 
parties  under  the  compromise  set- 
tledy  and  to  determine  other  ques- 
tions arising  between  them  and 
the  son.  A  demurrer  for  muld- 
fariousness  and  want  of  equity 
was  overruled.  Rump  v.  Green- 
hill.  Page  512 

2.  When  there  is  a  demurrer  for 
multifariousness  on  the  record,  the 
Defendant  may  demur  we  ienus 
for  want  of  equity.     Ibid, 

3.  A.  B.,  being  entitled  to  a  share  of 
the  produce  of  a  testatrix's  real 
and  personal  estate,  instituted  a 
suit  for  its  recovery  and  obtained 
a  decree.  C.  D,  afterwards  filed 
a  bill  of  revivor  and  supplement, 
stating  that  A,  B.  was  domiciled 
at  Siuttgardy  and  that  by  a  decree 
of  the  Court  there,  he  had  been 
appointed  **  curator  bonorunif"  and 
directed  to  get  in  the  property  for 
A.  B,'s  creditors.  The  bill  prayed 
a  revivor,  and  liberty  to  prosecute 
the  original  suit,  for  payment  and 
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additional  relief.  A  general  de- 
murrer was  allowed,  on  the  ground 
that  the  relief  thus  prayed  could 
only  be  obtained  by  original  bill. 
StaehU  v.  Winter.  Page  550 

DEVASTAVIT. 
See  Executor. 

DEVISE. 
See  Joint  Tenants. 

Real  and  Personal  Estate, 

1,2. 
Real  Estate. 
Residue,  I. 
Will. 

DISCOVERY. 
See  Production. 

DISCRETION. 
The  discretion  of  directors  to  forfeit 
shares  for  nonpayment  of  calls  is 
a  trust,  to  be  exercised  for  the  be- 
nefit of  all  the  shareholders.  Har- 
ris V.  The  North  Devon  Railway 
Company,  384 

DOWER. 

1 .  Dower  of  a  woman,  married  after 
the  Dower  Act,  out  of  an  estate 
made  subject  to  dower  by  that 
statute,  held  not  to  be  excluded 
by  a  declaration  against  dower 
contained  in  a  conveyance  prior  to 
the  act.     Fry  v.  Noble,  598 

2.  In  1 827,  freeholds  were  conveyed 
to  A,  B,,  a  married  man,  to  the 
usual  uses  to  bar  dower,  '*  to  the 
intent  that  his  then  present  or  any 
future  wife  might  not  be  entitled 
to  dower."     In  1834,  the  Dower 


Act  passed,  giving  dower  out  of 
estates  thus  limited  (s.  2),  but 
allowing  the  right  to  be  defeated 
by  a  declaration  against  dower  in 
the  conveyance  (s.  6),  and  pro* 
viding,  that  the  act  should  not  ex- 
tend to  any  widow  married  before 
1834,  or  to  give  to  any  deed  pre- 
viously executed  the  effect  of  de- 
feating any  right  of  dower.  A,  B. 
contracted  a  second  marriage  in 
1838,  and  died  seised.  Held,  that 
the  declaration  in  the  conveyance 
did  not  defeat  the  second  wife's 
right  to  dower  out  of  the  estate. 
Fry  V.  Noble  Page  598 

3.  Costs  allowed  to  a  widow,  in  a 
suit  for  dower,  her  right  thereto 
being  contested.     Ibid. 

4.  By  Sir  John  Romilly'i  Act^  free- 
holds and  copyholds  of  a  deceased 
are  now  assets  for  the  payment  of 
his  debts,  and,  by  the  Dower  Act, 
all  debts  to  which  the  land  of  a 
deceased  are  subject,  are  "  valid 
and  effectual  as  against  the  right 
of  his  widow,  to  dower."  Held, 
nevertheless,  that  the  widow's 
right  to  dower  or  freebench  has 
still  priority  over  mere  creditors 
of  a  deceased.     Spyer  v.  Hyatt, 

621 


ELECTION. 
1.  To  constitute  a  settled  and  con- 
cluded election,  there  must  be  first 
clear  proof  that  the  person  was 
aware  of  the  nature  and  extent  of 
his  rights ;  and,  secondly,  that 
having    that   knowledge,   he    in- 
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tended  to  elect.     Wmrikmgiom  ▼. 
WigmUm.  Page  67 

9.  A  testator  having  ioTeeted  a  ram 
of  money  in  atook  in  the  joint 
namea  of  himaelf  and  bia  wife, 
gave  hit  fivehdd  and  leasehold 
eatatea,  and  the  speeific  stock 
to  her  for  lifoi  with  remainders 
OTor,  aad  be  ^pointed  her  bis 
sole  executrix  and  residuary  le- 
gatee. The  wife|  after  her  hus- 
faand'a  death,  had  the  atock  trans- 
ftrred  into  her  own  name,  and 
did  not  include  it  in  the  esti- 
mate for  the  purpoaea  of  probate. 
She  weovered  debta  as  executrix, 
occupied  one  of  the  houses,  and 
racrfved  the  rente  of  the  estates ; 
and  on  her  second  marriage,  she 
tranaferred  theatock  into  the  namea 
of  herself  and  of  another  person, 
in  trust  ibr  herself  for  life  for  her 
separate  use,  and^  then  as  she 
should  appoint  by  will.  She  died 
sixteen  years  after  the  testator, 
and  it  was  found  by  the  Master 
that  it  would  have  been  greatly  to 
her  disadvantage  to  have  elected 
to  take  under  the  will.  Held, 
neTertheless,  that  she  had  elected 
so  to  take.  Worthington  v.  Wig^ 
inton.    Ibid, 

ENJOYMENT  IN  SPECIE. 
See  Tenant  for  Life,  1,  %. 

EQUITABLE  MORTGAGE. 
L  An  informal  document,  signed  by 
a  trustee  who  was  indebted  to  the 
trust,  construed  to  amount  to  an 
equitable  mortgage  in  favour  of 
the  trust,  notwithstanding  a  denial 


by  the  anawwr.   Bmgmard  T.  ffW- 
Iry,  Wmmmg  ▼•  JBafnard. 

P^iSS 
t«  Titk  deads  were  deposited  by  the 
Defendant  with  the  Plaintiff  aa  an 
indemnity  against  omtingent  pay- 
ments, but  there  waa  no  agreement 
to  execute  a  formal  mortgage. 
Before  the  Plaintiff  had  made  any 
payment,  he  Bled  a  bill  to  have  a 
formal  mortgage  exeenled*  lUd, 
that  he  waa  not  entitled  thereiOb 
but  only  to  a  memorandam  aigned 
by  the  Defendant  apecifying  the 
terms  of  the  deposit*  Sfork  ▼. 
Wkafmrn.  607 

Sm  FOEBCLOSURX. 

EQUITY. 

See  Account. 

ImiXlCRXTT. 

Ikjuxctiok,  3. 
mlsrbpbbssntatjoh. 
Rent-guaegb. 
Weono-doer. 

ERROR  AND  MISTAKE. 
See  Taxation,  2, 

ESCROW. 
A*  mortgaged  property  to  three 
trustees,  ^.,  C«  and  D.  Some 
time  afler,  J.,  who  waa  a  aolicitor, 
having  in  his  hands  a  sum  belong- 
ing to  a  client,  £•  proposed  to  lay 
it  out  on  a  transfer  of  the  mort- 
gage. He  prepared  a  transfer, 
which  was  executed  by  A.^  B.  and 
C,  but  not  by  D.,  and  a  receipt 
for  the  money  waa  signed  by  B. 
and  C.  alone.  No  money  was  erer 
paid,  and  it  waa  lost  by  B's  in- 
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tolfency.  Held,  that  the  alleged 
transfer  to  E.  was  inefTectual, 
the  ccmsideration  not  havmg  ac- 
toally  been  paid,  and  that  in  eqaity 
the  deed  was  inoperatiTe  both  as 
against  the  mortgagor  and  the 
three  trustees.  Griffin  v.  Clorvei. 
Page  61 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  Seven  months  after  notice  of  mo- 
tion for  a  decree,  the  Defendant 
had  given  material  evidence  in  an- 
other cause.  On  the  application 
of  the  PlaintiflT,  nine  days  after- 
wards, the  Court  gave  leave  to 
use  the  additional  evidence,  though 
the  cause  was  on  the  paper,  but 
permitted  the  Defendant  to  ex- 
plain it.    Watson  v.  Cleaver,     137 

d.  Evidence  of  the  general  reputa- 
tion of  the  insanity  of  a  person,  in 
the  neighbourhood  in  which  he  re- 
sided, is  inadmissible  to  prove  that 
a  person  was  cognizant  of  that  fact. 
Greenslade  v.  Dare.  284 

9.  A  witness,  examined  under  a  bill 
to  perpetuate  testimony,  was  very 
old,  and  unable,  through  illness, 
to  leave  his  home  without  danger ; 
another  was  resident  in  Canada. 
Their  .depositions  were  ordered  to 
be  published,  and  production  at 
the  trial  about  to  take  place,  and 
that  either  party  might  make  such 
use  of  them  "  as  by  law  they  can." 
Biddulph  V.  Lord  Camoys.        402 

4.  Admissibility  of  evidence  of  a 
parol  contract  as  to  the  continu- 
ance of  a  partnership  where  real 
estate  is  concerned.  Essex  v.  Essex. 

442 


See  Account,  1. 

Admission  of  Facts. 

Answer. 

LiiN,  4. 

Mortmain. 

Parol  Evidence. 

Principal  and  Aobnt,  5. 

Spoliation. 

Subpoena. 

EXCHANGE. 

1.  The  Inclosare  Commissioners  can, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Ge- 
neral Inclosare  Act  (8  &  9  FieU 
c.  118),  authorize  an  exchange 
though  DO  inclosure  is  contem- 
plated, which  will  be  binding  oq 
persons  under  legal  disability ;  and 
under  their  authority  ao  exchange 
may  be  effected  by  parties  having  a 
limited  interest  of  common  socage 
tenure  for  lands  of  gavelkind 
tenure  in  different  counties.  Mmet 
V.  Leman.  Page  269 

2.  Where,  under  this  act,  gavelkind 
lands  in  Kent  are  exchanged  for 
common  socage  in  Middlesex,  the 
tenures  of  the  exchanged  lands  are 
not  altered,  but  the  Kent  lands 
remain  of  gavelkind  tenure,  and 
the  Middlesex  lands  of  common 
socage  tenure.  (Per  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls,  sed  qtuere.)     Ibid. 

S.  The  94th  section  of  the  8  &  9 
Vict.  c.  118,  is  confined  to  the  ex- 
changes in  cases  of  inclosure  men- 
tioned in  the  92nd  section.    Ibid. 

4.  The  possible  evils  and  incon- 
veniences arising  from  the  exten- 
sive powers  of  exchange  given  by 
the  Inclosure  Act  (8  &  9  Vict.  c. 
18)  are  provided  for  by  the  ap- 


ees 
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poiDtiiieiitofooioiiiksioiiertt  wIiom 
duqr  it  it  to  atoertain  and  approve 
of  the  iffOfRiety  of  tbe  ex^banget 
before  they  can  beeftcted*  Mm^ 
▼.  XeanNi.  Page  269 

Sk$  SVATOTB. 

EXECUTOR. 

1.  An  execntor  cannot  carry  on  the 
trade  of  hia  teatator,  except  for 
the  purpoae  d  winding  it  up,  but 
he  vMqft  and  b  aome  caa«  la  bound, 
to  eoiq|ilete  contraeta  entered  into 

.  by  hb  leaiator.  ColBmmY.lMigr. 

$66 

t.  Whan  part  of  Ae  teaUtor'a  pro- 

:  party  la  kivea^  on  mortgage,  the 

.  oxeemoriajnatiied  in  making  auch 
totbi^  ndvaneea  aa  m^f  be  abso- 
lute neceaaary  to  aeenre  the  first 

•  «dvanoa^  mmble.  It  would  be  dan- 
gerooa  to  ky  down  any  rok  which 
would  prevent  tbe  executor  from 
exercisiDg  a  bond  fide  discretion  in 
such  case,  or  even  charge  him 
with  a  devastavit  in  case  tbe  result 
should  disappoint  his  expectations. 
In  case  of  loss,  however,  the  onus 
lies  on  him  of  shewing  that  he  ex- 
ercised due  caution.    Ibid, 

3.  A  testatrix  had  advanced  money 
on  mortgage  of  a  ship.  At  her 
death  it  was  under  repair,  and  the 
shipbuilders  refusing  to  part  with 
it  until  payment,  the  executor, 
without  due  consideration,  bor- 
rowed money  and  paid  off  the  lien. 
He  afterwards  mortgaged  the  ship 
to  secure  the  loan  he  had  con- 
tracted. The  ship  produced  less 
than  the  sub-mortgage.  Held,  that 
the   executor's    negligence    inca- 


pacitated him  firom.diargim.As 
eatate  with  the  advaneea,  and  tint 
hia  mortgagee  havmg  noliee  was 
not  in  a  bettmr  condition.  Gbflb- 
mm  ▼•  UOer.  Pige  SI6 

See  IwDxinrxTT. 
Lxxir,  a» 

EXONERATION. 
A  testator  gave  hia  real  and  per- 
aonal  eatate  to  traateea,  and  di» 
reeted  them  to  pay  die  income  la 
hia  wife  for  life,  and  after  her 
death,  to  adl  hia  real  estate,  **  and 
out  of  the  money  to  ariae  here- 
from, in  the  first  place^'^'to  pqr  lo 
A.^  B.  and  C.  the  following  amns 
(specifying  them),  and  upon  toast 
to  invest  **  the  remainder  of  Aa 
money  to  arise  firom  sndi  aak/* 
and  atand  poaaeaaed  thereof  and' 
of  his  personal  eatate,  in  tmat  ta 
pay  certain  annuities,  and  he  gave 
the  residue  to  the  Plaintiff.  Held, 
by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that  the 
bequests  to  A.^  B.  and  C.  were 
payable  solely  out  of  the  real 
estate,  but  the  decree  was  varied 
by  the  Lords  Justices.  Fream  v. 
Dowlmg.  624 

EXTRINSIC  EVIDENCE. 

See  Evidence,  4. 
Parol  Evidence. 


FEME  COVERT. 
See  Fines  and  Recoveries  Aboli- 
tion Act. 
Husband  and  Wife. 
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FINES  AND  RECOVERIES 
ABOLITION  ACT. 

1.  Though  no  assignment  can  be  made 
of  the  reversionary  interest  of  a 
married  woman,  so  as  to  bind  her, 
in  the  event  of  the  death  of  her 
husband  in  her  lifetime  and  before 
it  falls  into  possession,  yet  a  per- 
fect conveyance  may  be  made  by 
her  and  her  husband,  under  the 
Fines  and  Recoveries  Act,  of  a 
reversionary  interest  in  the  pro- 
duce of  real  estate  directed  to  be 
sold.     Tuer  v.  Turner.    Page  560 

a.  The  acknowledgment  of  a  deed  by 
a  married  woman  under  the  "  Act 
for  the  Abolition  of  Fines  and 
Recoveries  "  (3  &  4  fVill.  4,  c.  74) 
may  be  made  afler  the  deed  is  in- 
rolled,  and,  if  so  made,  will  be 
valid.  In  re  the  London  Dock  Act, 
Ex  parte  Taverner  490 

8.  A  feme  covert,  tenant  in  tail,  ex- 
ecuted a  disentailing  deed  on  the 
12th  of  December,  1842,  which 
was  enrolled  on  the  10th  of  June, 
1843,  but  was  not  acknowledged 
by  her  until  the  17th  of  September, 
1 84o :  Held,  that  it  was  effectual  to 
bar  the  entail.     Ibid. 

FORECLOSURE. 

An  equitable  mortgagee,  as  of  right, 
is  entitled  to  a  foreclosure,  and 
not  to  a  sale.     Cox  v.  Toole.    145 

FORFEITURE. 
1.  Directors  had  power,  on  nonpay- 
ment of  calls,  to  sue  for  them  or 
forfeit  and  sell  the  shares.     They 
proposed  to  a  shareholder  to  re- 


lieve him  from  further  liability,  on 
his  consenting  to  an  absolute  for- 
feiture. He  assented,  but  the 
Directors,  having  afterwards  dis- 
covered that  he  was  in  good  cir- 
cumstances, refused  to  complete. 
The  Court  declined  to  compel  the 
Directors  specifically  to  perform 
the  contract.  Harris  v.  North 
Devon  Railway  Company. 

Page  384 
2.  Funds  were,  in  1823,  settled  on  a 
wife  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the 
husband  **  until*'  he  should  <*make 
any  composition  with  his  creditors 
for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  al- 
though a  commission  of  bank- 
ruptcy should  not  issue  against 
him."  In  1842,  his  principal  cre- 
ditors agreed  to  take  a  composi- 
tion on  their  debts  secured  by 
bills.  The  wife  died  in  1852. 
Held,  that  the  composition,  though 
not  with  tlie  whole  of  his  credi- 
tors, and  was  made  during  the 
wife's  life,  and  did  not  affect  the 
trust  property,  nevertheless  ope- 
rated as  a  forfeiture  of  the  hus- 
band's interests.  Sharp  v.  Cos- 
serat.  470 

FRAUD. 

See  Administrator. 
Misrepresentation. 
Notice. 

Principal  and  Aoent,  1,  2,  4. 
Right  OF  Pre-emption. 
Tracino  Trust  Monet. 
Undue  Influence. 

FRAUDULENT  PREFERENCE. 

A  trustee,  with  the  consent  of  his 

cestw  que  trust,  pledged  Madras 
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government  notes,  held  by  bim  in 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  a  firm  of 
which  he  was  partner.  The  notes 
were  afterwards  redeemed  and 
deiivered  to  the  firm.  Subse- 
quently, the  firm,  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  ceitui  que  trustt  pledged 
them  for  a  similar  purpose.  The 
firm  being  insolvent  and  bank- 
ruptcy imminent,  the  trustee  re- 
deemed the  notes  with  partnership 
assets,  indorsed  them  to  himself 
personally,  and  replaced  them  in 
his  private  chest.  The  firm  be- 
came bankrupt.  Held,  first,  that 
the  notes  were  not  in  the  order 
and  disposition  of  the  firm ;  and, 
secondly,  that  there  was  no  frau- 
dulent preference.  Sinclair  v.  H^'il- 
Mon.  Page  324 

FURTHER  ADVANCES. 

See  Mortgage,  1. 


GAVELKIND. 

See  Exchange. 

GENERAL  ORDER,  26th  of 

7th  august,  1852. 

See  Evidence,  1. 

GIFT. 

See  Annuity,  1. 

GIFT  OVER. 

See  Vested  Interest. 

GOODWILL. 
I .  Claim  of  retiring  partner  to  a  share 
in  the  value  of  the  goodwill  of  the 


business  disallowed.   HaU  v.  HalL 
Page  139 

2.  Two  persons  entered  into  part' 
nership  for  twenty-one  years,  bat 
in  consequence  of  disagreements 
and  misconduct,  disputes  ensued. 
The  partnership  was  dissolved  by 
decree,  one  consenting  to  retire 
and  the  other  to  take  the  stock 
and  effects  at  a  valuation.       llnd, 

3.  Held,  that  the  retiring  partner 
was  not  entitled  to  any  allowance 
for  his  share  of  the  goodwill,  no 
provision  being  made  by  the  part- 
nership articles  for  such  an  allow- 
ance on  a  dissolution  by  death  or 
by  the  retirement  of  one  partner 
by  notice  during  the  term.    Ibid, 

GUARDIAN. 
See  Speciai.  Case. 


HEIR. 

See  Intestacy. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
The  Court,  under  very  peculiar  cir- 
cumstances, ordered  the  whole  in- 
come of  a  fund  in  Court  belonging 
to  a  feme  covert ^  who  had  com- 
mitted adultery,  to  be  paid  to  her 
on  ternns.  In  re  Lewin*s  Trust,  378 
See  Fines  and  Recoveries  Abo- 
lition Act,  1. 


INCLOSURE. 

See  Exchange,  3. 
Statute. 
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INCLOSURE  ACT. 
See  ExcHANG^. 

INCONSISTENCY. 
Id  construing  a  will,  if  two  passages 
in  it  are  directly  opposed  to  each 
other,  the  latter  will  prevail ;  but 
where  there  is  a  mere  inconsistency, 
the  Court  will  endeavour  to  dis- 
cover, from  the  whole,  the  real 
meaning  of  the  testator,  and,  if 
possible,  reconcile  all  its  parts. 
Brocklebank  v.  Johnson,    Page  205 

INDEMNITY. 
Th«  executors  of  a  lessee  held  en- 
titled to  no  further  indemnity 
against  the  covenants  than  the 
personal  indemnity  of  the  residuary 
legatees.     Dean  v.  Allen.  1 

INFANT. 
See  (juardian. 

RXLEAS£. 

Ward. 

INJUNCTION. 

1.  The  Plaintiff,  before  filing  inter- 
rogatories, moved  for  an  injunction 
to  stay  proceedings  at  law.  The 
Defendant  filed  an  affidavit  dis- 
placing the  grounds  of  defence  at 
law.  The  injunction  was  refused. 
ChiUon  V.  Campbell.  581 

t.  The  Plaintiff  instituted  a  credi- 
tors' suit  against  the  executor. 
The  estate  wa^  accordingly  ad- 
ministered, and  a  decree  was  made 
on  further  directions.  The  exe- 
cutor afterwards  brought  actions 
against    the    Plaintiff,   for    debts 


alleged  to  be  due  from  him  to  the 
testator,  which  the  Court  restrained 
by  injunction.  The  Plaintiff  having 
died,  the  Defendant  moved,  that 
the  suit  might  be  revived  by  his 
representatives,  or  in  default,  that 
the  injunctions  might  be  dissolved. 
The  proceeding  was  held  irregular, 
and  the  motion  was  refused  with 
costs.     Oldfield  v.  Cohhett. 

Page  563 
3.  PlaintiflT  relieved  from  a  judg- 
ment at  law  given  by  consent,  as 
the  price  of  an  injunction  in  equity, 
the  point  in  issue  having  turned 
out  to  be  legal  and  not  equitable. 
Hooper  v.  Cooke.  639 

INROLMENT. 

See  Fines  and  Recoveries  Aboli- 
tion Act,  2,  8. 

INTEREST. 

1.  A  mortgage  deed  made  no  pro- 
vision for  interest,  and  the  mort- 
gagee agreed,  upon  payment  of 
the  principal  sum,  to  reconvey. 
Held,  that  the  mortgage  carried 
no  interest.     Thompson  v.  Drew. 

49 

S.  Under  a  direction  to  raise  5,000/. 
for  the  benefit  of  A.  and  her  issue, 
followed  by  a  direction  to  raise  and 
pay  interest  at  five  per  cent,  on  that 
sum  to  A.  during  her  life,  with  a 
gift  over  to  her  children  of  the 
•'principal  sum."  Held,  that  in- 
terest at  five  per  cent,  was  not  to 
be  charged  on  the  estate  during  the 
whole  life  oi  A.<,  but  merely  until 
the  5,000/.  had  been  raised.  Cole 
V.  Lee.  MS 
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INTERPLEADER  SUIT. 
The  Plaintiff  in  an  interpleader  suit 
disallowed  the  costs  of  proceed- 
ings taken  by  him  in  the  suit 
subsequent  to  his  receiving  notice 
of  the  withdrawal  of  the  adverse 
claims.     Syntes  v.  Magnay, 

Page  47 

INTESTACY. 

A  testator  devised  the  residue  of  his 
real  estate  to  a  trustee,  until  one  of 
his  grandsons  attained  twenty-one ; 
and  in  case  his  grandson  Thomas 
attained  twenty-one*  in  trust  to 
pay  him  *'  the  future  rents."  He 
bequeathed  to  the  same  trustee 
the  residue  of  his  personal  estate 
to  accumulate  until  one  of  his 
grandsons  attained  twenty-one ; 
and  he  directed  payment  of  "  the 
aggregate'*  of  the  residue  of  his 
personal  estate  and  its  accuniula- 
tions  and  the  accumulations  of  the 
rents  to  his  grandson  ThomaSy  from 
and  after  his  attaining  twenty^one. 
There  was  an  interval  of  three 
years  between  the  eldest  grandson 
Thomas  attaining  twenty-one. 
Held,  that  the  rents  during  that 
interval  were  undisposed  of  and 
passed  to  the  heir  at  law.  Mar^ 
riott  v.  Turner,  557 

IRREGULARITY. 

See  Taxation. 

ISSUE. 

1.  The  word  *•  issue"  includes  all 
remote  descendants  of  the  person 
whose  issue  is  referred  to,  and  the 
burden  of  proof  lies  upon  him  who 


contends  the  contrary.     Ross  v. 
Ross.  Page  645 

2,  But  when  the  word  "parent"  is 
used  in  reference  to  his  "issue," 
the  word  issue  is  confined  to  his     ^ 
"children."    The  word  "issue,"    ^ 
in  reference  to  the  word  "  parent*'    " 
in  a  substitutional  gift,  held,  from^s. 
the  context  of  the  will,  not  limiteX^ 
to  "children."     Ibid. 

3.  Bequest  to  C.  R.  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  children  of  C.  R« 
who  should  be  living  at  her  de- 
cease, equally,  and  the  issue  thea 
living  of  such  of  her  children  if 
might  have  died  in  her  lifetime, 
the  issue  to  take  the  share  which 
their  parent  would  have  been  en- 
titled to  had  he  survived  C.  R*t 
and  if  but  one,  then  to  take  "a 
child's  share."  There  was  a  gift 
over  on  the  death  of  C.  R.  "  with- 
out leaving  a  child  or  issue" 
generally.  One  of  C.  R.'s  chil- 
dren predeceased  her,  leaving  no 
children,  but  only  a  grandchild, 
who  survived  C.  R.  Held,  that 
he  took  a  child's  share  with  C.  R.*s 
children.     Ibid, 


JOINT  TENANTS. 
1.  Under  a  devise  to  the  children  of 
A,  and  to  the  heirs  of  their  respec- 
tive bodies,  the  children  take  as 
joint  tenants  for  their  lives,  with 
several  inheritances  in  tail ;  hut 
under  a  devise  to  them  and  the 
heirs  of  their  bodies  respectively, 
they  take  as  tenants  in  common  in 
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tail.    In  re  Tiverton  Market  Act, 
Ex  parte  Tanner.  Page  374 

2*  A  devise  to  J.  and  B.,  and  their 
**  respective  heirs,"  gives  to  them 
a  joint  tenancy  for  life  with  several 
inheritances  in  fee.    Ibid, 

JOURNEY. 
See  Costs,  5. 

JUDGMENT. 

1.  Under  the  1  &  2  rtct.  c.  110,  and 
2  &  3  Kict.  c.  11,  if  a  judgment 
creditor  neglects  to  re -register 
within  five  years,  the  judgment 
becomes  inoperative,  as  to  pur- 
chasers, mortgagees  and  creditors 
(both  anterior  and  subsequent) 
until  re- registration,  from  which 
period  alone  it  then  operates  as 
against  them.  (Sed  qucere  as  to 
anterior  judgments.)  Shaw  v. 
NeaU.  157 

2.  An  estate  was  mortgaged  to  A,y 
and  afterwards  to  the  Defendant ; 
the  Plaintiff  subsequently  obtained 
a  registered  judgment  against  the 
mortgagor.  The  Defendant  then 
purchased  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion, without  searching  for  judg- 
ments. On  a  bill  to  charge  the 
equity  of  redemption  with  the 
judgment,  the  Court  held,  that 
the  defence  of  "  purchase  for 
valuable  consideration  without 
notice "  was  available  in  this 
case ;  secondly,  that  on  the  evi- 
dence, no  notite  was  proved ; 
thirdly,  that  it  was  not  incumbent 
on  a  purchaxer  to  search  for  judg- 
ments. Lane  v.  Jackson.  535 
See  Abatement,  1. 

VOL.  XX. 


Allocatur. 
Injunction,  3. 
Tolls. 

JURY. 

1.  This  Court  will  not  send  a  ques- 
tion to  be  tried  by  a  jury,  unless 
it  entertains  serious  doubt  on  the 
matter.  Gray  v.  Haig.  Haig  v. 
Gray.  Page  219 

2.  The  Court  will  not  send  to  be 
tried  by  a  jury  a  question  which 
is  supported  by  competent  evi- 
dence, and  which,  if  untrue,  could 
have  been  disproved  by  evidence 
in  the  possession  of  one  party, 
who  has  taken  means  to  prevent  it 
being  made  available  for  the  de- 
termination of  the  question  by  the 
Court.     Ibid. 


LACHES. 
I.  Executors  were  to  make  an  in- 
vestment to  produce  an  annuity  of 
100/.  for  A.  for  life,  and  the  capital 
was  then  given  to  A.'s  children. 
No  investment  having  been  made 
the  children  were  held  entitled  to 
3,333/.  consols  and  not  to  2,000/. 
sterling.  On  the  death  of  A.  in 
1843,  his  children,  on  receiving 
2,000/.,  executed  a  release,  which, 
after  reciting  that  according  to 
the  trust  2,000/.  had  been  set 
apart  to  answer  the  annuity,  they 
released  the  first  representative  of 
the  testator  from  all  clai^is  and 
demands.  In  1854,  the  diildren 
instituted  a  suit  to  recover  the 
amount  of  consols  which   would 

X  X 


Page  474 
2.  The  testator  directed  the  invest- 
ment in  the  funds  of  sufficient  to 
produce  40/.  a  year,  and  the  divi- 
dends to  be  paid  to  his  wife  for 
life,  and  he  bequeathed  his  general 
residue  and  the  fund  invested 
(after  her  death)  to  other  persons. 
An  investment  was  made  in  Five 
per  Cents.,  which  were  reduced 
and  produced  less  than  40/.  Held, 
that  the  widow  was  entitled  to 
have  the  deficiency  made  good  out 
of  the  corpus  of  the  fund,  and  the 
widow  having  received  less  than 
40/.  for  thirty-three  years,  Held, 
that  there  had  been  no  laches  or  ac- 
quiescence, the  question  now  re- 
lating to  the  respective  rights  of 
parties  to  an  existing  trust  fund. 
Mills  V.  Drewitt.  632 

See  Delay. 

Lapse  of  Time. 

LAPSE  OF  TIME. 
A  testator,  who  died  in  1833,  be- 
queathed two  cottages  to  his  exe- 
cutor, in  trust  to  sell  and  retain  a 

debt  due  to  him  frnm  thp  tpafntnr. 
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deeds  as  against  himself  and  to 
the  extent  of  his  own  interest. 
Turner  v.  Letts.  Page  185 

3.  A  suit  was  instituted  by  persons 
entitled  in  remainder  against  the 
executrix  (who  was  also  the  tenant 
for  life)  for  the  administration  of 
the  estate.  The  executrix  died 
pending  the  suit,  and  her  solicitor 
claimed  a  lien  for  his  costs  on 
deeds  relating  to  leaseholds  which 
bad  been  placed  in  his  hands  by 
the  executrix.  The  Master  of  the 
Rolls  was  of  opinion,  that,  inde- 
pendently of  the  suit,  the  executrix 
could  give  no  lien  as  against  those 
in  remainder  for  costs  for  which 
she  was  personally  liable,  and  that 
in  the  suit,  the  costs  has  been  lost 
by  the  abatement,  and  therefore 
that  no  lien  existed.  But  the  Lords 
Justices  considered,  that  the  soli- 
citor's lien  depended  on  whether 
the  executrix  was  or  not  indebted 
to  the  estate,  and  they  put  this  in 
a  train  of  investigation.     Ibid, 

4.  The  lien  of  a  solicitor  on  docu- 
ments does  not  relieve  him  from 
the  necessity  of  producing  them 
for  the  purposes  of  evidence  at 
the  instance  of  third  parties.  Hope 
V.  Liddell.  438 

LIFE  POLICY. 

See  Policy  of  Assurance. 

LIMITATION. 
See  Joint  Tenants. 

LOCO  PARENTIS. 
A,  B.,  by  two  deeds,  made  provision 
for  his  natural  children  and  their 


mothers.  Held,  that  the  fact,  that 
the  settlor  could  not  place  himself 
in  toco  parentis  as  to  the  latter, 
shewed  that  it  was  not  his  inten- 
tion to  do  so  as  to  the  former. 
Palmer  v.  NewelL  Page  32 

LUNACY. 

The  Plaintiffs  sought  to  set  aside 
a  conveyance  made  by  their  an- 
cestor, as  they  alleged,  while  a 
lunatic,  under  undue  influence  and 
for  an  inadequate  consideration. 
The  Defendant,  who  claimed  under 
a  derivative  title  from  the  pur- 
chaser, insisted,  that  he  was  a  pur- 
chaser for  valuable  consideration 
without  notice.  No  notice,  ac- 
tual or  constructive,  having  been 
proved,  the  Court  refused  to  in- 
terfere, and  dismissed  the  bill  with 
costs.  Greenslade  v.  Dare,  284 
See  Evidence,  2. 


MAINTENANCE. 

1.  Bequest  for  **  maintenance"  of  a 
child,  held  not  to  cease  on  bis 
death,  but  to  pass  to  his  repre- 
sentative. Bayne  v.  Crowther.  400 

2.  Bequest  of  leaseholds,  in  trust  to 
pay  half  of  the  rents  to  A,  for 
life,  and  the  other  half  to  B.  for 
life,  and  in  case  of  the  death  of 
either,  his  share  of  the  rents  **  to 
be  paid  and  applied  for  the  main- 
tenance of  his  children,"  until  the 
decease  of  the  survivor  of  A.  and 
B.,  and  then  to  sell  and  divide 
equally  between  the  children  of 
A.  and  B,     Afber  the  death  of  A.^ 

x  X  2 


674 


INDEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS. 


one  of  his  children  died.     Held, 
that  his  representative  was  entitled 
to  a  share  in  the  rents  until  the 
death  of  B,    Bayne  v.  Cronther. 
Page  400 

MARRIAGE. 
See  Ward. 

MARRIAGE  CONTRACT. 

See  Misrepresentation. 

MARSHALLING. 
Two  proper tiesy  X  and  F.,  were 
mortgaged  to  A.,  and  afterwards  X, 
alone  was  mortgaged  to  B,  Held, 
that  B,  was  entitled  to  have  the  se- 
curities marshalled  so  as  to  throw 
A.'s  mortgage  in  the  first  instance 
on  estate  Y,     Gibson  v.  Seagrim. 

614 

MERGER. 
Jl,f  the  owner  of  a  freehold  estate, 
subject  to  a  mortgage  in  fee  to 
secure  1,300/.,  devised  and  be- 
queathed his  real  and  personal 
estate  to  B.  the  mortgagee.  B,, 
in  his  residuary  account,  stated, 
that  he  had  retained  467/.,  out  of 
the  personal  estate,  towards  pay- 
ment of  his  mortgage  debt.  After- 
wards B.  devised  the  property  to 
three  relatives  of  ^.,  **  provided 
they  undertake  to  receive  the 
same  with  all  the  liabilities  attach- 
ing thereunto.*'  Held,  first,  under 
the  circumstances,  that  the  mort- 
gage had  not  merged  in  the  fee ; 
and,  secondly,  that  the  three  took 
the  estate  subject  to  the  payment 
of  the  balance  of  the  mortgage 
debt.  Hatch  y.Skellon.  453 


MISDESCRIPTION. 
See  Plea. 

MISREPRESENTATION. 

1.  Where,  upon  the  marriage  of  two 
persons,  a  third  party  makes  a 
representation,  upon  the  faith  of 
which  that  marriage  takes  place,  he 
will  be  bound  to  make  good  that 
representation.  Bold  v.  HtUckm' 
son.  Page  250 

2.  A  father  represented  to  the  in- 
tended husband  of  his  daughter, 
that,  on  the  death  of  himself  and 
his  wife,  the  daughter  would  have 
10,000/.  at  the  very  least;  that 
he  had  made  no  eldest  son,  and 
that  all  his  children  should  share 
equally;  and  the  intended  hus- 
band at  the  time  made  a  memo- 
randum in  writing  of  the  repre- 
sentation. Heads  of  marriage 
articles  ^ere  prepared  by  or  by 
the  direction  of  the  father  pro- 
viding, among  other  things,  that  be 
should  covenant  that  the  daughter 
would,  at  the  death  of  himself 
and  his  wife,  be  entitled  to  10,000/. 
and  upwards.  The  settlement 
made  in  pursuance  of  these  in- 
structions did  not  conuin  any 
such  covenant,  but  there  was  a 
recital  that  the  daughter  would  be 
entitled  to  the  10,000/.,  and  the 
father  was  a  party  to  the  deed. 
The  share  coming  to  the  daughter 
under  her  father  and  mother's 
marriage  settlement  fell  short  of 
10,000/.,  and  no  addition  was  made 
to  it  by  the  father  in  his  lifetime  or 
by  will.  Held,  that  the  repre- 
sentation made  by  the  father  must 
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be  made  good  by  him,  and  that 
his  estate  must  make  up  the  de- 
ficiency.    Bold  V.  Hutchnuan. 

Page  250 
3.  In  cases  of  this  description,  in 
Courts  of  Equity,  the  moral  obliga- 
tion is  co-extensive  with,  and  not 
different  from,  the  legal  obligation 
where  the  representations  are  ex- 
pressed in  clear  and  distinct  lan- 
guage ;  but  vague  and  ambiguous 
representations  made  to  persons, 
leading  them  to  form  an  opinion 
or  belief,  though  morally,  are  not 
legally  binding.  Ibid. 
See  Undue  Influence,  2. 

MORTGAGE. 

1.  An  estate  was  mortgaged  to  A, 
for  a  sum  and  further  advances. 
Afterwards  B.  obtained  a  charge 
on  the  estate  by  means  of  a  judg- 
ment. Held,  that  further  advances 
made  to  the  mortgagor  by  A,,  afler 
notice  of  the  judgment,  had  no 
priority  over  B.'s  claim. 

The  doctrine  of  the  case  of  Gor- 
don V.  Graham  (2  Eq.Ca.  Abr.598) 
doubted.     Shaw  v.  Neale,        157 

2.  In  a  suit  by  a  mortgagor  for  re- 
demption, a  decree  was  made  for 
an  account  with  annual  rests.  The 
Plaintiff  died  and  the  suit  was 
abandoned ;  af^er  which,  the  mort- 
gagee instituted  a  suit  for  fore- 
closure. Held,  that  the  decree 
must  be  the  same  and  with  annual 
rests.  Morris  v.  Islip.  654 
See  Appeal. 

Equitable  Mobtoagb. 
Escrow. 

FoRECLOSUBB. 


Interest,  1. 

Judgment,  2. 

Marshalling. 

Merger. 

Mortgagee  in  Possession. 

Tacking. 

Tenant  in  Tail. 

Tolls,  I. 

MORTGAGEE  IN  POSSES- 
SION. 
No  account  of  bygone  rents  will  be 
directed  against  a  mortgagor  in 
poHsession,  nor  against  his  agent, 
nor  against  a  person  claiming  under 
his  voluntary  revocable  deed. 
Hele  V.  Lord  Beiley,  Wld^field  v. 
Bowyer,  Whitfield  v.  Kn^ht. 

Page  127 

MORTMAIN. 

1 .  After  the  passing  of  the  Mortmain 
Act  (1736)  lands  were  devised  to 
trustees  for  a  charity.  The  rents 
were  so  applied  by  the  trustees 
and  their  heirs  down  to  the  present 
time.  On  an  information  against 
the  heir  to  correct  abuses,  he  set  up 
the  invalidity  of  the  devise,  but 
the  Court  held,  that  the  omu  of 
proving  no  other  mode  had  been 
adopted  to  make  the  charity  valid 
was  on  him,  and  that  every  pre- 
sumption would  be  made  in  sup- 
port of  its  validity.  Attorney' 
Generals.  Moor.  119 

2.  The  shares  of  an  incorporated 
company^  where  the  substance  of 
the  undertaking  is  a  dealing  with 
land,  are  within  the  Statute  of 
Mortmain,  unless  specially  ex- 
empted. Ware  v.  Cumherlege.  503 
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S.  Bequest  of  shares  in  the  Grand 
Junction  Waterworks  Company  to 
a  charity,  held  invalid.  Attorney- 
General  v.  Moor,  Page  503 

MOTION. 
Parties,  though  not  formally  served 
with  a  notice  of  motion,  yet  suh> 
stantially  made  Respondents,  held 
entitled  to  their  costs.  Shaw  v. 
Forrest.  249 

See  Evidence,  1. 


NEXT  OF  KIN. 

1.  J,  bequeathed  a  leasehold  for  the 
benefit  of  ^.,  and  gave  her  a  power 
to  appoint  it  by  will,  and,  in  de- 
fault, to  A.'s  *'  nearest  of  kindred, 
precisely  in  the  same  manner  di- 
rected by  the  statute  made  for  the 
distribution  of  intestates*  effects.*' 
On  B,*s  death  without  appoint- 
ment, held,  that  the  next  of  kin  of 
A,  at  her  own  death,  and  not  those 
at  the  death  of  B.,  were  entitled. 
Markham  v.  Ivatt,  579 

2,  The  term  "  nearest  of  kindred," 
with  reference  to  the  Statute  of 
Distributions,  has  the  same  mean- 
ing as  **  next  of  kin."     Ibid, 

NEXT  PRESENTATION. 
I.  A,,  by  will,  directed  trustees, upon 
the  death  of  the  present  incum- 
bent, to  present  A.  to  the  living  of 
S.9  in  case  he  should  take  Orders ; 
and  if  he  should  not,  or  taking 
Orders  should  die  in  the  lifetime 
of  B,,  then  to  present  B.,  in  case 
he  should  take  Orders  ;  and  afler 


their  several  deceases,  or  of  such 
of  them  as  should  take  Orders  and 
be  presented,  or  in  the  event  of 
neither  taking  Orders,  she  devised 
the  advowson  to  C.  in  fee.  Held, 
that  the  gifts  in  favour  of  A,  and 
B,  were  in  succession  and  not  al- 
ternative, and  that  on  the  death  of 
A,,  B,  was  entitled  to  be  presented. 
Hatch  V.  Hatc?i.  Page  105 

2.  A  testator  having  the  power  of 
disposing  of  an  advowson,  (subject 
to  the  existing  incumbency  of 
A,^  and  a  contingent  right  of  B.  to 
be  afterwards  presented)  devised 
"  the  next  avoidance  thereof  in 
favour  of  C.  Held,  that  « the 
next"  meant,  the  next  the  testator 
had  power  to  dispose  of,  viz.,  that 
following  the  incumbency  of  A. 
and  ofB,    Ibid, 

NOTICE. 

1 .  The  absence  on  a  deed  of  a  receipt 
for  the  consideration,  though  it 
is  notice  of  its  non-payment,  is  not 
constructive  notice  of  other  irregu- 
larities in  the  transaction.  Green- 
slade  V.  Dare.  284 

2.  The  doctrine  of  Kennedy  v.  Green 
(3  Myl.  ^  K.  699)  requires  to  be 
administered  with  the  greatest  care 
and  delicacy,  and  to  be  so  acted  oo 
as,  on  the  one  hand,  to  protect  a 
purchaser  for  valuable  considera- 
tion against  all  the  world,  and,  on 
the  other,  so  as  not  to  encourage 
fraud,  by  permitting  a  purchaser 
to  disregard  the  plain  and  obvious 
marks  and  symbols  of  it.     Ibid. 

S,  A  specific  legacy  of  6,000/.  Con- 
sols, bequeathed  to  the  Plaintiffs, 
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was  unnecessarily  and  improperly 
sold  out  by  the  administrator  {A.), 
with  the  aid  of  B.,  and  the  pro- 
duce carried  partly  to  the  banking 
account  of  A.,  and  the  remainder 
to  that  of  B,  A  series  of  shuffling 
of  cheques  and  transfer  of  moneys 
took  place,  but  2,908/.  was  traced 
to  B.  About  this  time  B,  laid  out 
moneys  in  the  purchase  of  a  post 
obit  security,  and  though  the  trust 
moneys  could  not  be  distinctly 
traced  into  the  securities^  yet  the 
Court  held,  from  the  suspicious 
character  of  the  transactions,  that 
such  was  the  just  inferencci  so  far 
as  to  throw  on  the  other  side  the 
onus  of  disproving  it,  and  this  not 
haying  been  done,  the  Court  held, 
that  the  Plaintiffs  had  a  charge  on 
the  securities  for  the  2,908/.  and 
interest.  In  addition  to  this,  B,  had 
sold  and  transferred  the  securities  to 
C,  in  consideration  of  a  debt  then 
owing.  C.  had  notice  that  the 
money  by  which  the  securities  had 
been  obtained  had  been  derived 
from  A.f  though  she  had  no  notice 
of  the  breach  of  trust.  Held,  that 
C  could  not  set  up  an  adverse 
title  as  against  A,,  and  d  fortiori, 
that  she  could  not  do  so  as  against 
the  Plaintiffs  {A.'s  cestuis  que  trust). 
Harford  v.  Lloyd.  Page  310 

See  Administrator. 

Executor,  3. 

Judgment,  2. 

Order  and  Disposition,  1. 

Tracing  Trust-monet. 


ORDER  AND  DISPOSITION. 

1.  A,  (a  retiring  partner)  agreed  to 
assign  a  policy  (part  of  the  part- 
nership assets)  to  B,  (the  continu- 
ing partner)  on  certain  terms.  B. 
mortgaged  it  to  C,  who  gave 
notice  to  the  office.  B,  afterwards 
became  bankrupt.  Held,  that  the 
policy  was  not  within  the  order 
and  disposition  of  B.  either  as 
against  A.  ox  C.  In  re  Lang^ 
mead's  Trusts.  Page  20 

2.  A  trustee,  with  the  consent  of  his 
cestui  que  trust,  pledged  Madras 
government  notes  held  by  him  in 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  a  firm  of 
which  he  was  partner.  The  notes 
were  afterwards  redeemed  and 
delivered  to  the  firm.  Subse- 
quently the  firm,  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  cestui  que  trustf  pledged 
them  for  a  similar  purpose.  The 
firm  being  insolvent,  and  bank- 
ruptcy imminent,  the  trustee  re- 
deemed the  notes  with  partnership 
assets,  indorsed  them  to  himself 
personally,  and  replaced  them  in 
his  private  chest.  The  firm  be- 
came bankrupt.  Held,  first,  that 
the  notes  were  not  in  the  order 
and  disposition  of  the  firm ;  and, 
secondly,  that  there  was  no  fraudu- 
lent preference.  Sinclair  v.  Wil- 
son. 324 

ORDER  OF  COURSE. 
See  Taxation,  1. 

OPINION  OF  COUNSEL. 

See  Production. 


four 

PARTIES.  died 

See  Costs,  5.  shoi 


8tat< 
havi 


PARTNER. 
See  Con  VERSION. 

Goodwill.  f, 

Partnership. 

Solicitor. 


ship 
afte 
that 
PARTNERSHIP.  was 
The  partnership  between  A,  and  wer 
B.  was  dissolved  and  A,  retired.  tate 
A.,  by  deed,  agreed  to  execute  an  Essi 
assignment  to  B,  of  the  partnership  See 
assets  (part  of  which  consisted  of 
a  policy  of  which  the  partners  were 
assignees),  and  B,  was  to  cove- 
nant to  pay  the  debts  and  indem-  PA\ 
nify  A.  against  them.  No  further 
deed  was  executed.  A.  died,  and 
B.  afterwards  assigned  the  policy  to 
a  purchaser  who  had  notice  of  the  PA^ 
deed.  A.*i  executors  were  after-  When 
wards  compelled  to  pay  partner-  ma} 
ship  debts  which  ought  to  have  8oli< 
been  discharged  by  B,  The  policy  the 
being  adversely  claimed  by  the  oftl 
purchaiser  and  by  A.*s  executors,  whe 
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PERISHABLE  PROPERTY. 
See  Tenant  for  Lifb,  1|  3. 

PERPETUATING  TESTI- 
MONY. 

See  Eyidbncb,  9. 

PLEA. 

1.  The  Plaintiff  described  himself 
as  of  **Gray*s  Inoi  Barrister  at 
Law,  and  of  No.  2,  CioUterit  Mid- 
dU  Tempk:*  The  Defendant 
pleaded,  th^t  the  description  was 
false,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
not  resident  at  No.  2,  Cloisters^ 
Middle  Temple.  Held,  that  the 
plea  was  bad  in  form,  not  nega- 
tiving a  residence  at  Grays  Inn. 
Bainbrigge  v.  Orton.  Page  28 

2.  But,  quare,  whether,  even  if  cor- 
rect in  form,  such  a  plea  could  be 
supported.     Ibid. 

PLEADING. 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  4. 
Demurrer, 
mortgaoe,  2. 
Plea. 

Supplement. 
Taxation,  3. 
Trustee,  4. 
Wrong-doer. 

POLICY  OF  ASSURANCE. 
1.  A  tradesman  insured  the  life  of 
bis  debtor  in  his  own  name ;  he 
chained  tbe  debtor  with  the  pre- 
Inniams,  but  they  were  never  paid 
by  him.  On  the  dea^  of  the 
debtor^  the  Court  held,  that  his 
representatives  were  entitled  to 
the  prddace  of  the  |K>licy  afler 


payment  of   the  debt  and    pre- 
miums.    Mar  land  v.  Itaac, 

Page  389 

2.  There  is  a  distinction  between  a 

policy   eflbcted  to  secure  a  debt 

and  one  to    secure   an   aniiaity. 

Ibid. 

See  Order  and  Disi>o8iTioN,  1. 
Partnership,  1. 

POWER. 

1.  Trustees  were  empowered,  With 
the  consent  of  the  wife,  to  lend 
the  trust  monies  to  the  husband. 
The  wife  authorized  an  immediate 
loan  of  part,  and  of  the  remainder 
at  such  times  as  the  husband  might 
require^  and  the  husband  cove- 
nanted to  pay  it  in  six  months. 
The  money  was  not  called  in,  and 
was  lost  by  the  insolvency  of  the 
husband.  Held,  first,  that  the 
wife's  consent  could  not  be  given 
prospectively  ;  and,  secondly,  thai 
the  trustees  were  not  bound  to 
call  in  the  money  at  the  end  of  six 
months.     Child  v.  Chdd.  50 

2.  A  testator  empowered  his  trus- 
tees to  lend  such  part  of  the  trust 
moneys  as  they  should  think  pro|>er 
to  A.  and  B.,  who  were  respectively 
his  son  and  son  in  law.  Held,  that 
this  authorized  a  several  loan  to 
either.    Parker  v.  Bloxam.      S95 

3.  Thr^e  executors  were  authorized 
to  lend  trust  monies  to  J.  One 
of  the  executors  (C.)  employed 
part  of  the  trust  monies  in  his 
business.  In  181iB  A.  and  C. 
entered  into  partnership,  When  A. 
took  upon  himself  the  debt  and 
gave  security  for  the  money  to  the 


trust  funds  in  trade ;  but  the 
Court  held,  that  the  transaction 
amounted  to  a  loan  to  A»  under 
the  power,  and  dismissed  the  bill 
with  costs.     Parker  v.  Bloxam. 

Page  205 

4i.  Where  there  is  an  absolute  ap- 
pointment to  A,f  (an  object  of  the 
power,)  followed  by  a  qualification 
limiting  the  interest  of  J,  to  a  life 
interest,  with  remainder  to  persons 
not  objects  of  the  power,  the  latter 
being  void,  A,  takes  absolutely 
under  the  prior  appointment. 
Oerrard  v.  Butler,  541 

5.  A  testatrix,  having  a  power  to 
appoint  a  fund  to  her  children,  ap- 
pointed it  in  this  form  : — Amongst 
my  children.  A,,  B.,  C.  and  />.,  the 
share  of  A.  to  be  upon  the  trusts 
of  her  marriage  settlement,  and  to 
be  paid  to  the  trustees  thereof.  A, 
was  the  only  person  in  the  marriage 
settlement  within  the  power.  Held^ 
that  she  took  her  share  absolutely. 
Ibid. 

See  Absolute  Interest,  3. 
Breach  of  Trust,  1. 
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sale  of  the  Plaintiffs'  goods  for 
i¥hich  he  had  not  given  credit ;  he 
had  also  made  profits  hy  selling  his 
own  spirits  mixed  with  those  of  his 
principals,  and  he  had  destroyed 
hooks  of  account  pending  the  liti- 
gation. The  Court  disallowed  him, 
in  taking  the  accounts,  7,000/.,  the 
amount  of  commission,  which,  hy 
the  contract,  he  would  have  heen 
entitled  to  if  his  conduct  had  heen 
proper.  Oray  v.  Haig^  Haig  v. 
Gray.  Page  219 

3.  A  charge  made  hy  an  agent  for 
the  sale  of  goods  against  his  prin- 
cipal for  an  allowance  in  respect 
of  warehouseman's  salary  disal- 
lowed, no  such  claim  having  heen 
made  in  the  accounts  for  fourteen 
years.     Ibid. 

4.  The  Court  deals  severely  with 
any  irregularities  on  the  part  of 
an  agent,  and  requires  him  to  act 
strictly  in  all  matters  relating  to 
such  agency,  for  the  henefit  of  his 
principal.     Ibid. 

5.  It  is  imperative  upon  an  agent  to 
preserve  correct  accounts  of  all  his 
dealings  and  transactions ;  and  the 
loss,  and  still  more,  the  destruction 
of  such  evidence  hy  the  agent,  falls 
most  heavily  upon  himself.    Ibid. 

6.  An  agent  is  bound  to  act  in  the 
hest  manner  he  can  for  his  prin- 
cipal, and  in  matters  which  are  left 
to  an  agent's  discretion,  he  can  only 
act  for  the  benefit  of  his  principal. 
Pariente  v.  Lubbock.  588 

7.  A  foreign  merchant  directed  his 
correspondent  in  England  to  treat 
any  consignment  as  his  son's  (who 
was  in  England  and  superintended 


the  sales  and  purchases),  and  to 
acknowledge  him  owner  of  the 
money,  so  that  he  might  dispose 
thereof  as  if  it  was  his  own  money. 
By  the  direction  of  the  son,  moneys 
in  the  hands  of  the  correspondent, 
belonging  to  the  father,  were  ap- 
plied by  him  in  paying  a  private 
debt  of  the  son  to  the  correspon- 
dent. Held  (overruling  the  de- 
cision of  the  Master),  that  the 
transaction  was  valid.  Pariente  v. 
Lubbock.  Page  588 

PRIORITY. 
See  Judgment, 
mortoagb,  1. 
Notice,  3. 
Tolls,  1. 

PRIVILEGE. 

See  Production. 

PRODUCTION. 

1.  Cases  and  opinions  of  Counsel 
taken  by  trustees,  as  such  merely, 
are  not  entitled  to  protection  in  a 
suit  by  the  cettuis  que  trust  against 
the  trustees  or  their  representa- 
tives.    Devaynes  v.  Robinson.    42 

2.  The  same  rule  applies  to  cases 
and  opinions  taken  before  the  time 
when  the  Defendant  (the  represen- 
tative of  a  trustee)  admits  having 
first  heard  of  the  questions  raised 
by  the  bill.    Ibid. 

See  Lien,  4. 

Title  Deeds. 

PUBLIC  COMPANY. 

See  Calls. 
Discretion. 
Forfeiture,  I. 


est 
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PURCHASER  FOR  VALUABLE 
CONSIDERATION. 
See  JuDOMBNTy  2. 
Lunacy. 


RAILWAY. 
See  Discretion. 

FORFEITURB,  1. 

REAL  AND  PERSONAL 
ESTATE. 

1.  The  testator  gave  '*  all  estate, 
effects  and  property,  whatsoever 
and  wheresoever,^'  which  he  was 
or  might  be  possessed  of  or  entitled 
to  '*  to  his  three  executors,  their 
executors  and  administrators," 
upon  trust  to  stand  possessed 
thereof,  and  the  proceeds  thereof, 
upon  certain  trusts  for  children 
and  grandchildren.  Held,  that 
this,  by  itself,  would  pass  real 
estate,  but,  upon  the  subsequent 
expressions,  and  the  general  scope 
and  object  of  the  will,  the  contrary 
was  held.     Coard  v.  Holderness, 

Page  147 

2.  The  Court,  in  this  case,  principally 
relied  on  the  absence  of  the  words 
"heirs,"  "devise"  and  "rent,"  and 
the  use  of  the  expressions  "  pos- 
session," "  executors  and  adminis- 
trators," "  principal,"  the  "  ba- 
lance," "  the  principal  of  the  said 
legacies,'*  the  direction  to  claim  a 
share  from  "  his  personal  repre- 
sentatives," and  the  power  to  ap- 
point new  trustees,  applicable  to 
"  executors"  and  not  to  **  heirs." 
Ibid. 


3.  A.  B.  purchased  an  estate  id  con- 
sideration of  an  annuity.  It  was 
thereupon  charged  upon  the  pur- 
chased and  also  on  another  estate, 
and  A,  B.  covenanted  to  pay  it. 
On  A,  B.'s  death,  Held,  that  his 
personal  estate  was  the  primary 
fund  for  payment  of  the  annuity. 
Yonge  V.  Furse.  Page  MO 

4.  A  testator  "  gave"  to  hit  wife,  for 
her  use  and  benefit,  "his  leases, 
monies,  goods,  furniture,  plate, 
book  debts,  securities  for  money 
and  all  other  property,  of  every 
description,  that  he  might  be  pos- 
sessed of."  Held,  that  the  real 
estate  passed.  Re  the  Greenwich 
Hospital  Improvement  Act,  468 
See  Conversion. 

Exoneration. 
Partnership,  2. 

RECEIVER. 

The  Court  will  not  permit  its  Re- 
ceiver to  be  interfered  with  or  dis- 
possessed of  the  property,  nor  will 
it  allow  payment  to  him  to  be  in- 
tercepted although  the  order  ap- 
pointing him  may  be  perfectly  erro- 
neous. An  application  must  first 
be  made  to  the  Court  for  leave. 
Ames  V.  Trustees  of  Birkenhead 
Docks.  S32 

REGISTRATION. 

See  Judgment. 

RELEASE. 

The  Court  looks  with  considerable 

jealousy  at  a  release  executed  by 

a  young  lady  at  or  shortly  after 

attaining  twenty-one  upon  a  settle- 
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ment  of  accounts  between  her  and 
her  trustees.     Parker  v.  Bloxam, 
Page  295 

REMOTENESS. 
Limitations  of  a  term  to  trustees, 
upon  trust  to  raise  portions  for  the 
children  of  A»  surviving  A,  and 
B.t  '*  to  vest  in  and  to  be  paid  and 
payable  to"  them  at  their  ages  of 
twenty-four  years,  with  mainte- 
nance, &c.  in  meanwhile  out  of  the 
expectant  or  presumptive  shares, 
and  a  gift  over  on  the  death  of  all 
before  their  shares  should  become 
vested.  Held,  void  for  remote- 
ness. In  re  Blakemore's  Settlement. 

See  Absolute  Interest,  3. 

RENT-CHARGE. 
A  rent-charge  was  secured  on  a 
house,  with  power,  when  in  arrear, 
to  enter  and  receive  the  rents  until 
all  arrears  and  all  costs,  charges 
and  expenses  occasioned  by  non- 
payment should  be  satisfied.  The 
rent-charge  being  in  arrear,  the 
grantee  entered,  and  the  house 
being  greatly  dilapidated  and  un- 
tenanted, he  repaired  and  let  it. 
Held,  that  the  question,  whether 
the  grantee  of  a  rent-charge  en- 
titled to  be  allowed  monies  ex- 
pended by  him  in  repairing  the 
property  was  one  to  be  deter- 
mined at  law,  and  that  if  he  was 
not  entitled  thereto  at  law  neither 
was  he  in  equity.  Hooper  v.  Cooke. 

639 

RESIDUE. 
1.  A  tesUtor  devised  an  estate,  iS., 


to  A,  B.  absolutely,  and  ^*  all  her 
freeholds,  &c.  not  bereii^before 
devised"  to  J,  £.  for  life,  with  re- 
mainders over.  ^.  B.  ^i^d  in  the 
testatrix's  life.  Held,  that  the 
estate,  £.,  passed  under  the  re- 
siduary devise.  Green  v.  Dunn. 
Page  6 
%.  A  testatrix  having  two  leaseholds, 
at  X.  and  F.,  bequeathed  those  at 
X  to  one  for  life,  and  directed, 
that  after  her  decease^  they  should 
**  form  the  residue  of  her  leasehold 
estates  thereinafter  bequeathed." 
She  then  bequeathed  all  the  re- 
sidue of  her  leaseholds,  *<  whatso- 
ever and  wheresoever,"  not  there- 
inbefore otherwise  disposed  of. 
Held,  that  the  leaseholds  at  Y.  also 
passed  under  the  refiduary  gifl. 
Markham  v.  Ivatt.  579 

See  Real  and  Personal  Estate. 

REVERSIONARY  INTEREST. 

See  Fines  and  Recoveries  Aboli- 
tion Act,  1. 

REVIVOR. 
Pending  an  account  directed  by 
the  decree  the  accounting  party 
died.  An  order  was  m^de,  on 
motion  to  revive,  against  his  exe- 
cutor, and  that  he  might  either 
admit  assets  pr  account  for  his 
testator's  estate.  Cartrvright  v. 
Shepheard.  122 

See  Abatement,  1. 
Injunction,  2. 

RIGHT  OF  PRE-EMPTION. 
A  testator  gave  to  bis  fion  the  option 


exceeded  that  by  one-third.  Held, 
that  the  trustees  having  fixed  what 
they  considered  **a  fair  and  rea- 
sonable value,"  having  authority 
to  do  so,  it  was  incumbent  on  the 
Plaintiff  to  shew  that  it  was  fraudu- 
lent, in  order  to  prevent  the  son's 
purchasing  at  1 ,500^  Edmoruh  v. 
Millett.  Page  54 


SATISFACTION. 

**  After  payment  of  his  debts"  the 
testator  gave  certain  legacies,  one 
of  150/.  to  E.  B.,  and  he  directed 
his  executors  to  pay  <'my  be- 
quests only  to  the  individuals 
herein  named."  The  testator  owed 
E.  B.  1 50/.  Held,  that  the  legacy 
was  not  a  satisfaction  of  the  debt, 
but  that  E,  B.  was  entitled  to 
both.     Jefferies  v.  MichelL        15 

SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 
A  Plaintiff  described  himself  as  re- 
sident within  the  jurisdiction.    By 
amendment  he  described  himself 

AM    of  thp    »hin    W..     «*  now   nn    a 
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work  perfonned  by  each.     Robm- 
son  V.  Anderson.  Page  98 

2.  Where  the  contrary  is  alleged,  the 
harden  of  proof  is  on  him  alleging 
it.    Ibid. 

SOLICITOR  AND  CLIENT. 

1.  The  Plaintiff,  a  solicitor,  obtained 
from  his  client  securities  on  his 
real  estate,  whilst  he  wilfully  ob- 
structed the  Defendant  (the  former 
solicitor)  in  obtaining  a  final  order 
for  payment  of  his  taxed  costs, 
which  would  have  enabled  him  to 
obtain  a  charge  under  the  1  &  2 
rtct.  c.  110.  The  Court  held, 
that  the  Plaintiff  was  nevertheless 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  his  securi- 
ties.    Shaw  V.  Neale.  157 

2.  On  payment  of  a  solicitor's  bill, 
the  client  is  entitled  to  the  posses- 
sion of  letters  written  to  the  soli- 
citor by  third  parties,  but  not  to 
copies  of  letters  written  by  the 
solicitor  to  third  parties,  unless 
they  are  paid  for  by  the  client. 
In  re  Thomson.  545 

3.  Semblcy  that  a  solicitor  is  entitled 
to  retain  the  original  letters  written 
to  him  by  his  client.     lUd. 

See  Costs,  1 ,  5. 
Delay,  1. 
Lien,  4. 

Substituted  Service. 
Taxation. 

SPECIAL  CASE. 
The  affidavit  in  support  of  an  appli- 
cation for  an  order  to  appoint  a 
guardian  to  concur,  on  behalf  of 
an  infant,  in  a  special  case  under 
Sir  O.  Turner's  Act,  ought  to  be 


intituled  "In  the  matter  of  the 
act"  and  '*  In  the  matter  of  the 
infant,"  and  not  "  In  the  special 
case."   Star  v.  Newhery.   Page  14 

SPECIFIC  LEGACY. 

1.  Distinction  between  the  cases  in 
which  specific  legatees  of  shares 
take  cum  onere,  and  those  in  which 
the  general  personal  estate  of  the 
testator  is  liable  to  pay  the  future 
calls  for  the  benefit  of  the  legatees. 
Armstrong  v.  Burnet.  424 

2.  Where  the  interest  of  the  testator 
in  the  subject-matter  which  he  pro- 
fesses to  bequeath  is  complete,  or 
where  it  is  so  treated  and  con- 
sidered by  him  and  by  all  persons 
connected  with  it,  the  future  calls 
fall  on  the  legatees  and  not  on  the 
general  personal  estate.  But  where 
further  payments  are  required  to 
make  perfect  the  interest  which 
the  testator  professes  specifically 
to  bequeath,  then  the  general  per- 
sonal estate  is  applicable  for  that 
purpose.     Ibid. 

3.  A  banking  company  was  esta- 
blished in  1836.  By  the  deed  of 
settlement  5/.  per  share  was  pay- 
able immediately,  and  the  Directors 
were  empowered,  at  any  time,  to 
make  a  further  call  of  51,,  and  on 
non-payment  the  shares  might  be 
forfeited.  The  shares  were  trans- 
ferable, and,  on  transfer,  the  former 
proprietor  was  released.  Legatees 
and  executors  might  sell,  but  were 
not  to  be  members  until  a  transfer 
to  them,  and  until  then,  were  not 
entitled  to  the  current  dividends. 
The  shareholders   thereby  cove- 


further  call  of  5L  per  share  was 
made.  Held,  that  it  was  payable 
by  the  legatees  and  not  out  of  the 
testator's  residuary  estate.  Arm- 
strong V.  BumeL  P^e  434 
See  Calls. 

SPOLIATION. 
When  an  accounting  party  destroys 
the  accounts  before  the  matters 
have  been  finally  adjusted  and  still 
more  pending  a  litigation,  the 
Court  will  presume  everything 
most  unfavourable  to  him,  con- 
sistent with  the  established  facts. 
Gray  v.  Haig.  fl\9 

See  Account. 
Answeb. 

Principal  and  Aosnt,  1,  2^ 
4,5. 

STATUTE. 
The  general  words  of  a  statute  are 
not  to  be  so  construed  as  to  alter 
the  previous  policy  of  the  law, 
unless  no  sense  or  meaning  can  be 
put  upon  those  words  consistently 
with  the  intention  of  preserving 
the  existing  policy  untouched  ;  but 
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and  testify  at  the  hearing  will  not 

be  issued  except  to  the  extent  of 

the  old  practice.     Hope  v.  LiddelL 

Page  438 

SUBSTITUTED  SERVICE. 
Personal  service  on  a  solicitor  of 
proceedings  under  a  taxation  dis- 
pensed with,  and  service  by  placing 
under  bis  door  substituted.  Re 
Templeman,  574 

SUBSTITUTIONAL  GIFTS. 
See  Annuity,  1. 

SUPPLEMENT. 
A  decree  was  made  in  the  absence 
of  an  infant  who  was  interested ; 
nothing  having  as  yet  been  done 
under  it,  and  it  appearing  to  be 
for  her  benefit,  the  Court  made  a 
supplemental  order^  under  the  15 
&  16  rtci.  c.  86,  s.  52,  to  carry 
on  the  decree.     Jebb  v.  TugrvelL 

461 


TACKING. 

Since  the  3  &  4  IVilL  4,  c.  104,  a 
mortgagee  of  copyholds  may  tack 
a  simple  contract  debt  to  his  mort- 
gage debt,  as  against  the  customary 
heir  or  devisee,  but  not  as  against 
specialty  creditors.  It  seems  also 
that  a  mortgagee  may  tack  a  simple 
contract  debt  to  his  mortgage  debt 
as  against  the  heir,  devisee  or  exe- 
cutor, wherever  the  equity  of  re- 
demption is  assets  in  their  hands 
for  payment  of  simple  contract 
debts.     Rolfs  v.  Chester.         610 

TOL.  XX. 


TAXATION. 

1.  ^.,  the  next  friend  of  infants  in 
a  suit,  employed  B.  as  solicitor 
therein  and  in  other  matters.  An 
order  was  made,  in  the  suit,  for 
the  taxation  and  payment  to  B.  of 
his  costs  of  suit.  Before  this  had 
been  done,  J,  obtained,  ex  parte, 
an  order  to  tax  B,'$  bill  in  all 
the  matters  in  which  he  had  been 
employed  for  A.  Held,  that  the 
order  was  regular.     In  re  Fluker. 

Page  143 

2.  By  error  and  mistake,  some  items 
were  omitted  from,  and  others  un- 
dercharged and  overcharged  in, 
a  bill  of  costs  referred  for  taxa- 
tion. On  a  petition  by  the  execu- 
tor of  the  solicitor,  liberty  was 
given  to  insert  the  omitted  items 
and  increase  those  undercharged, 
but  he  was  not  allowed  to  decrease 
the  overcharges.  The  costs  of  the 
application  were  ordered  to  be  paid 
by  the  Petitioner.     Re  Whalley. 

576 

3.  Pending  a  taxation,  both  the  soli- 
citor and  client  died,  the  reference 
was  revived,  and  the  taxation  con- 
tinued between  the  representatives. 
Ibid. 

See  Costs,  5. 

TENANCY  IN  COMMON. 
See  Joint  Tenants. 

TENANT  FOR  LIFE. 
1.  A  testator  gave  "  all  his  property, 
both  real  and  personal,"  to  his  wife 
for  life,  and  he  authorized  her,  with 
the  consent  of  his  executors,  to  sell 
or  exchange  "  any  part  of  his  pro- 

Y  T 
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Birkenhead  Docks  held  to  have  a 
priority  over  judgment  creditors 
of  the  concern.  Ames  v.  Trustees 
of  the  Birkenhead  Docks. 

Page  332 

2.  In  a  suit  by  mortgagees  of  a 
dock  against  the  trustees  and  a 
judgment  creditor,  the  chairman 
was  appointed  receiver  of  the 
tolls,  with  direction  to  pay  into 
Court  the  balance,  after  paying 
the  expenses  of  carrying  on  the 
concern  and  the  interest  on  the 
mortgages.  A  judgment  creditor 
having  afterwards  proceeded  to 
attach  the  tolls  under  **  The  Com- 
mon Law  Procedure  Act,"  was  re- 
strained by  injunction.     Ibid, 

S,  It  was  insisted,  that  the  possession 
of  the  receiver  was  either  that  of 
the  dock  company  or  of  the  mort- 
gagees, and  that  in  the  former  case 
the  judgment  creditor  ought  not 
to  be  restrained  in  the  exercise  of 
his  legal  remedies  against  the  com- 
pany, and  in  the  second,  that  the 
mortgagees  had  no  power,  under 
the  acts  of  parliament,  to  carry  on 
the  concern,  but  this  argument  was 
held  unavailing.     Ibid, 

TRACING  TRUST  MONEY. 

1.  The  produce  of  a  specific  legacy 
misapplied  by  A.^  an  administrator, 
being  traced  into  post  obit  securi- 
ties given  by  B,  to  C,  the  Court 
held  that  the  cestui  que  trust  was 
entitled  to  a  charge  on  the  securi- 
ties.    Harford  v.  Lloyd.  310 

2.  A  specific  legacy  of  6,000/.  Con- 
sols, bequeathed  to  the  Plain- 
tiffs, was*  unnecessarily  and  im- 


properly sold  out  by  the  adminis-v 
trator  {A.),  with  the  aid  of  B., 
and  the  produce  carried  partly  to 
the  banking  account  of  A.,  and  the 
remainder  to  that  of  B.  A  series 
of  shuffling  of  cheques  and  transfer 
of  moneys  took  place,  but  2,908/. 
was  traced  to  B.  About  this  time 
B.  laid  out  monies  in  the  purchase 
of  a  post  obit  security,  and  though 
the  trust  monies  could  not  be  dis- 
tinctly traced  into  the  securities, 
yet  the  Court  held,  from  the  sus- 
picious character  of  the  transac- 
tions, that  such  was  the  just  in- 
ference, so  far  as  to  throw  on  the 
other  side  the  onus  of  disproving 
it,  and  this  not  having  been  done, 
the  Court  held,  that  the  Plaintiffs 
had  a  charge  on  the  securities  for 
the  2,908/.  and  interest.  Harford 
v.  Lhyd.  Page  310 

TRANSFER. 

See  Escrow. 

TROVER. 

In  a  suit  to  recover  specific  chattels, 

it  is  not  necessary,  as  in  trover,  to 

prove  a   conversion.      Turner  v. 

Letts.  185 

TRUSTEE. 
1.  A  trustee  cannot,  from  mere  ca- 
price, retire  from  the  performance 
of  his  trust,  without  paying  the 
costs  occasioned.  But  circum- 
stances arising  in  the  administra- 
tion of  a  trust  which  have  altered 
the  nature  of  his  duties,  justify 
him  in  leaving  it  and  entitle  him 


was  allowed  his  costs.  Ibid. 
,  A  trustee  desirous  of  retiring,  by 
reason  of  his  want  of  confidence 
in  his  co-trustee,  cannot  safely 
effect  his  object  by  getting  such 
co-trustee  to  appoint  a  new  trustee 
in  his  place  under  a  power  vested 
in  him  for  that  purpose.  Ibid. 
.  There  is  no  such  general  rule,  that 
a  wrong-doer  cannot  file  a  bill. 
Thereupon,  if  A.  and  /?.,  two  trus- 
tees, have  committed  a  breach  of 
trusty  and  are  equally  liable,  but 
B.  received  the  produce,  A.  may 
sustain  a  bill  against  B.  alone  to 
recover  the  amount,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  trust.  Baynard  v .  WooUey, 
Wearing  \.  Baynard.  583 

See  Breach  of  Trust,  2,  3^  4. 

Costs,  5. 

Discretion. 

Escrow. 

Executor. 

Mortmain,  1 . 

Production. 

Release. 

Right  of  Pre-emption. 
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3.  A  purchaser,  who  had  altogether 
denied  the  vendor's  right  to  a  spe- 
cific performance,  ordered  to  pay 
the  costs  of  suit  instituted  hy  the 
vendor  for  that  purpose  down  to 
the  hearings  although  the  title  was 
not  finally  completed  until  after 
the  decree.  Carrodus  v.  Sharp. 
Page  56 


VESTED  INTEREST. 
A  testator  gave  a  legacy  to  trustees 
for  the  maintenance  of  A.  and  B, 
during  their  minority,  **  and  when 
and  so  soon  as  the  youngest  child 
should  have  been  born  twenty-one 
years,"  to  "  pay  and  divide"  it 
between  them,  if  they  should  then 
both  be  living.  But  if  either  of 
them  should  be  then  dead,  then  he 
gave  his  moiety  over  to  other  per- 
sons. They  both  died  before  the 
youngest  would,  if  living,  have 
attained  twenty-one,  but  A.,  the 
eldest,  had  attained  that  age. 
Held,  that  A.  took  a  vested  in- 
terest, and  that  his  representatives 
were  entitled  to  a  moiety.  In  re 
Smith's  Will.  197 

See  Absolute  Intbrest,  2. 

VOLUNTARY  SETTLEMENT. 

See  Settled  Account. 

VOUCHERS. 

See  Principal  and  Agent,  1,  2, 
4,5. 
Spoliation. 


vol.  XX. 


WARD. 

Disinclination  of  the  Court  to  sanc- 
tion the  marriage  of  an  infant 
ward,  where  it  is  impossible  for 
him,  by  reason  of  his  infancy,  to 
settle  his  real  estate  so  as  to  go 
along  with  his  title  and  to  make 
provision  for  younger  children. 
Honywood  v.  Honywood.   Page  45 1 

WILL. 

See  Absolute  Interest. 
Account. 

Annuity,  ?,  4,  5,  6. 
Calls. 
Election. 
Exoneration. 
Inconsistency. 
Interest,  2. 
'    Intestacy. 
Issue. 

Joint  Tenants. 
Lapse  of  Time. 
Legatee. 
Maintenance. 
Merger. 
Next  of  Kin. 
Next  Presentation. 
Real  and  Personal  Estate, 

1,2. 
Real  Estate. 
Remoteness,  1. 
Residue. 

Right  of  Pre-emption. 
Satisfaction. 
Specific  Legacy. 
Tenant  for  Life. 
Vested  Interest. 

WITNESS. 

See  Answer. 
Evidence,  3. 

SUBP(ENA. 
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WRONG-DOER. 

There  is  no  such  general  rule,  that 
a  wrong-doer  cannot  file  a  bill. 
Thereupon,  if  A.  and  B.,  two 
trustees,  have  committed  a  breach 
of  trust,  and  are  equally  liable,  but 


jB.  received  the  produce,  A* 
sustain  a  bill  against  B.  alo 
recover  the  amount  for  the  bi 
of  the  trust.  Baynard  v.  Wc 
Wearing  v.  Baynard*  Pag( 
See  Account. 
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